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CASES 


ARGUED AND DETERMINED IN THE 


SUPREME COURT 


OF 
NORTH CAROLINA 


AT RALEIGH 
FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 © 


A. D. PARKER v, J. N. BEASLEY er at. 


Practice-—Pleading—Equitable Relief—Mortgagor and Mortgagee— 
Mortgage Inen—Tender of Money Due—Refusal, Effect of. 


1. Under The Code practice, whenever either party to an action, by his plead- 
ings, sets up a ground for and prays equitable relief, the court will adjust 
all equities between the parties whatever be the form of the action. 


2. In this State the mortgagee has the legal estate, and the mortgagor is the 
equitable owner, with the right, until the day of redemption is past, to 
pay the money according to the contract, and avoid the conveyance at law. 


8. A plea of tender of money due is not available unless accompanied by a 
payment of the sum tendered into court. 


4. The unaccepted tender of the amount due on a debt secured by a mortgage 
on land, and the costs, does not discharge the lien of the mortgage unless 
the tender be kept good and the money be paid into court. Its only. effect 

is to stop interest and costs accruing after the tender. 


(CiaRK, J., dissents, arguendo, in which MonreoMeEry, J., concurs. ) 


Action tried at Spring Term, 1894, of Hertrorp, before Armfield, I. 

The defendants, J. N. Beasley and wife, Mary A. Beasley, 
borrowed money and gave their promissory note for the same, (2) 
payable to R. E. Beale, on 1 January, 1890, and executed a mort- 
gage, duly probated and recorded, on a certain tract of land belonging to 
said Mary to said R. E. Beale, to secure the payment of their said note, 
with the usual power of sale in case of default in such payment,.and on 
14 April, 1891, said Beale assigned the note to the plaintiff. On 28 
October, 1891, Beale, the mortgagee, offered said land aon sale under the 
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power and according to the provisions of said mortgage, when the plain- 
tiff bid it off and offered to pay by surrendering his note and mortgage. 
The mortgagee declined to make a deed and the defendants did not pay 
the money. The defendant, on 27 October, 1891, or on the day of said 
sale, tendered to the plaintiff’s authorized attorney the amount of prin- 
cipal, interest and cost then due, which was refused by said attorney. 
It was found by the jury that there was no sale under the power in said 
mortgage and that the tender was made as stated. 

On 30 September, 1892, the plaintiff instituted this action: 

Ist. For possession of the land. 

2d. For judgment against defendants for the amount of said note 
“to be discharged upon the surrender of the said land or sale thereof 
under an order of the court, and for costs and any other necessary relief.” 

The defendants filed an answer averring among other things that on - 
said 27 October, 1891, the defendants legally tendered the amount, then 
due the plaintiff, to his attorney, which was refused. The defendants 
prayed, first, that plaintiff recover judgment only against the defendant 
J. N. Beasley, and for the amount due on 27 October, 1891, the date of 

_ said tender; second, that said land be discharged from any lia- 
( 3 ) bility for the payment of said note and that said mortgage be 
declared satisfied. 

At the trial the plaintiff had judgment for the amount of his note, 
with interest and costs which were due on the said day of tender, and 
declaring said judgments to be a lien upon said mortgaged land, with an 
order that after ninety days the said land be sold to satisfy said judg- 
ment and to pay over any balance to defendants. To this judgment the 
defendants excepted, “because the court declined to hold that the tender 
discharged the lien of the mortgage on the land,” and appealed. 


L. L. Smith for plarntiff. 
B. B. Winborne for defendants. 


Fatrctotu, C. J. A makes a promissory note to B for borrowed 
money payable on a day certain, and to secure it he and his wife give B | 
a, mortgage on land, duly registered, and the money is used in improving 
the mortgaged premises. After maturity of the debt and before any sale 
or foreclosure proceedings begun, the mortgagor tenders to the mortgagee 
the amount then due principal, interest and costs then incurred, and the 
mortgagee refuses to accept the tender and surrender his note and mort- 
gage. Does this tender discharge the lien on the mortgaged land? The 
above statement discloses the only question presented in the record in 
the present action. It does not appear that the money tendered was | 
deposited anywhere, nor that it was kept ready for the plaintiff in case 
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of demand, nor that it was tendered at the trial. The plaintiff instituted 
this action for possession of the land and to recover a judgment on the 
note, and for a decree condemning and ordering said land to be sold to 
satisfy his judgment. The defendant pleaded his tender among other 
things and relied on it as a discharge of the mortgage lien. At the trial 
the plaintiff had judgment for the principal money and interest 

and cost, prior to the day of tender, and also in order to sell the ( 4 ) 
land to satisfy the judgment. The defendant Beasley excepted 
“because the court declined to hold that the tender discharged the lien 
of the mortgage on the land,” and appealed. The effect of a legal tender, 
in case the security had been wholly personal, is not presented, and we 
express no opinion on that question, nor is the effect of a tender made 
before or at maturity, called the law-day, in case of a mortgage security, 
presented. 

We are not aware that the question now before us has ever been 
directly presented to this Court. In some of our sister states, either by 
statute or judicial ruling, the mortgage lien is held to be only a mere 
security or pledge, with the title remaining in the mortgagor, and that a 
tender kept intact discharges the lien, and in some that the debt is dis- 
charged, because the condition of the mortgage contract is performed and 
that the title of the mortgagor is complete without reconveyance or other 
equivalent act. This is the result of the harsh rule of the common law. 
But in those states, if the mortgagor should call on the court of chancery 
to remove the cloud on his title or to work out any other object, he is 
required to pay the debt on the principle that he must do equity if he 
asks for it. 

In New York, after several cases much considered, it was finally 
settled by a divided court in Kortright v. Cady, 21 N. Y., 348, that a 
tender, although not kept good, made after the law-day at any time 
before foreclosure, discharges the lien. In a few other states the same 
doctrine prevails, but they all rest on the holding that the mortgage is a 
mere security or pledge without any legal title in the mortgagee. The 
several decisions in such states present various phases of the question. 
In New York, in Tuthil v. Morris, 81 N. Y., 99, which was an 
action to restrain a sale and to have the mortgage canceled of (5) 
record, on the ground that the amount of the mortgage had been 
duly tendered and refused, the Court say “a party coming into equity for 
affirmative relief must himself do equity, and this would require that he 
pay the debt secured by the mortgage and the costs and interest, at least — 
up to the time of the tender. The most that could be equitably claimed 
would be to relieve the debtor from the payment of interest and costs 
subsequently accruing, and to entitle him to this relief he should have 
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kept his tender good from the time it was made.” And there are many 
similar decisions in those states. 

But it is claimed that the present action is not one for equitable welice 
We think this is a misapprehension. It is true that it is an action for 
possession, for judgment for the amount of the debt “to be discharged 
upon the surrender of the said land, or the sale thereof under an order 
of the court, and for costs and any other necessary relief,” and the de- 
fendant after pleading tender and refusal prays the court “that said 
land. be discharged from any liability for the payment of said note and 
that said mortgage be declared satisfied.” Here, both parties are asking 
the court to do things which a court of law could not do. Before the 
Constitution of 1868, neither party could get any equitable relief except 
by a bill in equity, but under that Constitution and The Code either 
party can assert and obtain his equitable relief in any action at law by 
the other party, thus expediting business and saving costs. And the 
moment either party by his pleadings sets out and asks equitable relief, 
the court of Equity acquires jurisdiction, clears the deck, and adjusts all 
equities between the parties, and this view clearly embraces the present 
case. 

In a much larger number of the states, we think the rule is different 

from that in New York. In North Carolina the mortgagee has 
( 6 ) the legal estate and the mortgagor is the equitable owner. Until 

the day of redemption is past, he may pay the money according 
to the proviso in the contract and avoid the conveyance at law, and this 
is termed his legal right of redemption. After the day of redemption i 1g 
past, he has still an equity of redemption which is a continuance of his 
old estate. Hemphill v. Ross, 66 N. C., 477. Colebrook on Collateral 
Securities, sec. 157, says there are few states where the mortgage is 
regarded as merely subsidiary to the debt, an incident to the principal, 
the shadow which follows and depends upon the substance. “This is not 
the view taken in this State of these relations, nor is it in harmony with 
the general course of adjudications elsewhere. The note is the personal 
obligation of the debtor; the mortgage is a direct appropriation of 
property to its security and payment.” Capehart v. Dettrick, 91 N. C., 
344 and 353. | 

The mortgagee may at any time take or recover possession of the 
mortgaged land, unless expressly forbidden by the terms of the deed or 
by necessary implication. 1 Jones on Mortgages, sec. 58. 

With this view of the mortgagee’s estate and its incidents, what is the 
effect of the tender relied on in this case? Does it discharge the lien? 
The burden of showing tender and refusal is on the party pleading it. 
The defendant can derive no benefit from his plea of a tender, because 
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it is not accompanied by a payment into court of the amount admitted to 
be due. S. v. Briggs, 65 N. C., 159. We have also omitted to notice 
that a plea of tender is incomplete unless accompanied by a payment of 
the sum tendered into court. Terrell v. Walker, 65 N. C., 91. It was 
insisted that in the opinion of Pearson, C. J., in Capehart v. Biggs, 
77 N. C., 261, the expression, “The plaintiff might invalidate a 

sale made under the power by proof that before the sale, or even ( 7 ) 
on the day of sale, he tendered the balance due with the expenses 
incurred.” We must assume that he meant a tender kept good by pay- 
ment into court; especially as, in Cope v. Bryson, 60 N. C., 112, he had 
already said that defendant must plead “tender and refusal and ‘always 
ready,’ and pay the money into court and take a rule on the plaintiff to 
take it or proceed further at his peril.” | 
In Shields v. Lazear, 84.N. J. Law, 496, it is held, “but an unaccepted 
tender of the mortgage money, made after the day prescribed in the 
mortgage, will not affect the lien of the mortgage on the land. It is 
neither performance of the condition nor payment or satisfaction of the 
debt. Its only effect will be to stop the running of interest and to sub- 
ject the mortgagee to the costs of a redemption by bill in Equity. In 
Bilzell v. Hayward, 96 U. S., 580, it is stated that “To have the effect 
of stopping interest or costs, a tender must be kept good; and it ceases 
to have the effect when the money is used by the debtor for other pur- 
poses.” A plea of tender, not accompanied by profert in curta, is bad. 
Saper v. Jones, 56 Md., 503. A tender, after default, does not discharge 
the lien of a mortgage, although sufficient in amount. When a tender is 
made after the day, it should be kept good. Crain v. McGoon, 18 Am. 
Law Register, 178 (IIl.); Merritt v. Lambert, 7 Paige, 344; Maynard v. 
Hunt, 5 Pick., 240; Matthews v. Lindsay, 20 Fla., 978. A tender, to 
prevent the running of interest, must be continuing. Using the money 
after refusal by the creditor to receive it, destroys this attribute of a 
legal tender. Gray v. Angier, 62 Ga., 596. In tender, where the money 
is brought into court and deposited and left with the plaintiff, he is en- 
titled to cost only. Shiver v. Johnson, 62 Ala., 87. A tender of pay- 
ment, to be effectual, must be kept good and be ready at any time. 

To get the benefit of a tender, the money must be placed in the ( 8 ) 
custody of the court, so that it may be awarded to the party to 

whom it rightfully belongs. Frank v. Pickens, 69 Ala., 369. The 
general rule is that in a plea of tender, it must be accompanied with an 
averment that the defendant was, and still is, ready to pay it, and that. 
the money is produced in court. 2 Greenleaf, Ev., 589, Part IV. The 
payment of money into court is an admission of indebtedness to the 
amount paid in, and whatever may be the result of the trial the money 
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belongs to the plaintiff, and the party paying it in loses all right to it. 
95 A. & E., 948. It is seldom that a case of absolute refusal after tender 
is made out: for it is generally airendce with circumstances that explain 
the refusal. . 

Upon the weight of current authorities and upon general reasoning 
and a due regard for fair dealing, we are of opinion that the defendant’s 
plea of tender was not available, except to stop interest and save him 
costs after the tender, which was accorded to him at the trial. To 
decide otherwise might be to let the defendant keep his money, discharge 
the security and the plaintiff get nothing from any quarter. This 
would be monstrous. 

The law contemplates the payment of just debts. We see no error in 
the judgment below. 

Affirmed. 


Criark, J., dissenting: The defendant, whose land was advertised for 
sale under a mortgage, tendered the creditor’s attorney “all that was due 
and all costs.” The attorney refused to take this unless the mortgagor 
would in addition pay his fee. This not being done, he sold the land 
the plaintiff bought and brings this action for ejectment. 

The question presented is whether this tender discharged the lien—not 
the debt—for if it-did not discharge the mortgage a purchaser at a sale 
| thus made under it would acquire a good title, and mortgagors in 
( 9 ) such cases would be at the mercy of the exaction of the creditor or 

his counsel. This not only would subject mortgagors to a liability 
to be thus squeezed rather than bear the annoyance and additional cost 
of a sale under the mortgage with payment of the commission to the 
trustee for selling—of itself often a considerable burden—but frequently : 
the exaction would be submitted to, rather than lose the opportunity of a 
private sale to a party who might buy the land if disencumbered. 
~ Tf a tender by the mortgagor of the full amount due will not discharge 
the lien but.the acceptance thereof by the mortgagee is necessary to have 
that effect, then the mortgagor, by declining to receive the payment, can 
‘(asin this case) add to the lien, by his own wr ongful act, the costs of the 
sale and the commission for ae unless he is minded to waive an 
actual sale by receiving payment of the sum the commissions would 
amount to, in addition to the sum justly due. Ag the parties can stipu- 
late for the rate of commission for selling, this would simply repeal the 
usury law and give the mortgagee a safe and sure mode of collecting his 
. illegal rate of interest. 


It is true that in ihe present case the dine: at the sale was the 
holder of the mortgage, and recognizing that he could not recover in 


ejectment under a purchase at a sale made under these circumstances, he 
6 


N.C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 


PARKER Vv. BEASLEY. 


changed front on the trial and asked for a cues of foreclosure instead 
of a judgment for possession. But the principle involved is the same, 
and the single question presented is whether a tender of the full amount 
due on the mortgage, with all cost, is a discharge of the lien. The hard- 
ship which would result from hole that it would not, is such as must 
be apparent.to a court of Equity which looks to all possibilities of op- 
pression. There are no direct precedents in this State, but the over- 
whelming weight of authority elsewhere is that such tender in 

full would discharge the lien, leaving of course the debt still ( 10) 
valid. The carefully written American and Enghsh Eneyelo- 

pedia which puts into its text the prevailing and better doctrine, citing 
the minority decisions in the note, thus states the generally accepted 
doctrine: “A tender of the full amount of a debt secured by a mortgage 
or pledge discharges the hen of the mortgage or pledge. According to 
the current of authority the lien is extinguished, though tender is not 
made until after default. It is not necessary, in order to effect a release, 
that the tender should be kept good or that the money should be paid into 
court.” 95 A. & E., 927, 929. This is sustained in the notes by citation 
of a great number of authorities, especially from courts of such standing 
as those of New York, Michigan, Wisconsin, Massachusetts and others, 
citing also the very few decisions to the contrary. To the same purport 
is section 893, 1 Jones, Mortgages (5 Ed.), which says, citing authorities : 
“The rule in several states 1s that a tender of the amount due on a 
mortgage after the day fixed for payment 1s a discharge of the lien just 
as much as payment is, and in the same way that a tender at common 
law, made upon the day named in the condition, has this effect. The 
lien of the mortgage is thereby zpso facto discharged, and the holder of 
the mortgage can only look to the personal responsibility of the person 
liable for the mortgage debt. To have this effect 1t is not even necessary 
that the money should be brought into court or that it should be shown 
that the tender has ever since been kept good.” It is not necesssary here 
to cite the authorities which are there quoted to sustain the text, but in 
Kortwright v. Cady, 21 N. Y., 348, will be found an unusually able and 
full opinion showing that this was the doctrine of the common law and 
that it is fully sustained by authority and reason. » 

Not only is the doctrine supported by the weight of precedent ( 11 ) 
and consideration of equity and public policy, but it is the actual 
contract between the parties. This, in the usual form, provides 

‘Sf the said amount shall be paid, then this mortgage shall be null and 
void; otherwise it shall remain in full force and effect.” When the 
mortgagor, as in this case, tenders the “full amount due with all cost” 
he has in equity done all that he can do and the mortgage lien becomes 
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null and void by the terms of the contract. By its very condition this is 
so. It is otherwise as to the debt itself. There is no condition as to 
that. That is absolutely due and remains due till the money 1s accepted. 
The tender can only, at most, stop the running of the interest. There 
is no hardship in this, as there would be in continuing in force a mort- 
gage or other lien after tender made, with the effect of hampering any 
other disposition of the property or forcing the mortgagor to pay the 
commission and cost of a sale to prevent the property going into the 
hands of a purchaser who would acquire a good title at such sale if the 
tender does not discharge the lien. Of course ingenious reasons can be > 
given by counsel, based upon subtle distinction, to the contrary, and 
some decisions can be found also to sustain that view, but when every 
cent due, principal and interest and costs, is tendered the mortgagee, he 
ought not in good conscience be allowed, against the very terms of his 
contract, to maintain his lien nevertheless in full force, with the oppor- 
tunity this gives of exacting (as was demanded in this case) additional 
sums to buy that release which he is entitled to have upon tender of the 
full amount due. 

So much of the judgment as adjudges recovery against the debtor for 
the principal money, with interest and costs up to the time of the tender 
should be affirmed, Neither party excepted to this. But so much of 

the judgment as directed a foreclosure and sale, notwithstanding 
(12 )-the full tender made, should be reversed. By such tender the 

condition of the mortgage was fulfilled as fully as the mortgagor 
was permitted by the mortgagee to do 0, and the lien was discharged by 
the terms of the mortgage. | 

Monreomery, J., concurs in the tion aes opinion. 


Cited: Howell v. Mfg. Co., post, 811; Smith v. B. & L. Assn., 119 
N. C., 260; Hussey v. Hill, 120 N. C., 316; Russell v. Roberts, 121 
N. C., 824; James v. R. R., ib., 526; Carter v. Slocumb, 122 N. C., 477; 
Rhea v. Rawls, 131 N. C., 454; Dickerson v. Simmons, 141 N. C., 330; 
Lee v. Manley, 154 N. C., 248; DeBruhl v. Hood, 156 N. C., 58; Medi- 
cine Co. v. Davenport, 163 N. C., 299; Owens v. Ins. Co., ‘173 N. C., 
376; Debnam v. Watkins, 178.N. C. 939, 
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Void Judgment—Want of Jurisdiction—Collateral Attack—Sale of 
Land of Inving Persons by Adminstrator Hrroneously Appointed— 
Estoppel. 


1. While mere irregularities in the conduct of a proceeding will not subject 
the decree therein to a collateral, or even, under some circumstances, to a 
direct attack, the rule is different when the allegations in the pleadings 
necessary to jurisdiction of the court are untrue, and where, if the truth 
had appeared on the record, it would have been the duty of the court on 
motion, or ex mero motu, to have dismissed the proceeding for want of 
jurisdiction; therefore, 

2. Where the children of a person, under a misapprehension .of the facts, ad- 
mitted the allegation in a proceeding for the sale of their ancestor’s land, 
that he was dead, and submitted to a decree for the sale of the land, they 
will be allowed in a collateral action to impeach such decree and to avoid 
the estoppel of title derived through it, by showing that their ancestor was 
in fact alive at the date of the decree and sale. | 

3. The appointment of an administrator upon the estate of a living man is 
void for all purposes, and everything that is founded upon it is a nullity, 
because there was ho jurisdiction to appoint. (Quere, whether an admin- 
istration granted, not upon false information as to a person’s death, but 
upon a presumption of law arising from his absence without being heard 
from for seven years, does not make the acts of the administration valid.) 

4, It is within the discretion of the trial judge to submit specific issues arising 
out of a general issue involved in the pleadings, instead of those that are 
more general. 


Action for trespass in cutting trees and removing timber from (13 ) 
land, tried at Spring Term, 1894, of Bzaurorr, before Arm- 
field, J. The issues submitted and the responses to them were as follows: 


1. Was George W. Dixon dead at the time of the institution of the 
proceedings by his alleged administrator to sell his lands and at the 
time of the sale thereunder? Answer: Living. 

2. Are the plaintiffs the owners of the timber standing upon the lands 
described in the complaint? Answer: No. 

3. Did the defendants unlawfully take possession of the said timber 
and convert it to their own use? Answer: No. 

4. What is the value of the said timber? Answer: .---__ ; 

5. Did the defendants unlawfully take possession of the logs cut from 
the lands by plaintiffs? Answer: No. 

6. Uf so, what damage has the plaintiff sustained iheteny) Answer: 
None. 

7. Is the defendant Wm. M. Shavender the owner of the lands de- 
scribed in the complaint? Answer: Yes, the Mallison land, not Sears’ 


land. 
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8. Did the plaintiff trespass upon said land? Answer: No. 

9. If so, what damage has the defendant sustained? Answer: ----_- 

The plaintiffs offered to connect themselves with G. W. Dixon, and to 
connect the defendant with the same source of title the following deeds 
were offered in evidence: 

1. A deed from R. C. ye to plaintiffs, dated 24 March, 1886, 
and properly recorded. 

2. A deed from W. G. Jarvis, administrator oH George W. Dixon, to 
R. C. Windley, dated 17 May, 1882, 

3. A record of special proceedings, No. 190, entitled “W. G. 
(14) Jarvis, administrator of George W. Dixon, against George Ann 
Dixon and others.” 

4, A deed from Alfred Pilly to George W. Dixon, dated 10 August, 
1869. This deed conveyed a tract of land claimed by the plaintiffs to be 
the Sears land. | 

5. A deed from M. Shaw, Clerk and Master, to Alfred Pilly, dated 19 
November, 1867. This deed is claimed to convey the Sears land. 

6. Record in a foreclosure suit of John L. Pilly against Duncan 
McLaughlin. . 

7. A mortgage by Duncan McLaughlin to John L. Pilly, dated 24 
March, 1861. This mortgage is also claimed to cover the Sears land. 

8. A deed from Samuel L: Snell to George W. Dixon, dated 27 Feb- 
ruary, 1869. This deed conveys a tract known as the “Franklin Malli- 
son land.” 

9. A deed from Elizabeth Dixon, wife of George W. Dixon, and others, 
children of George W. Dixon, to Wm. M. Shavender, dated 14 Novem- 
ber, 1887. This deed conveyed to the defendant Wm. M. Shavender two 
tracts of land, known as the “Franklin Mallison land and the William 
Sears land.” The deed was offered to show under whom defendant 
Shavender claimed and to estop him. 

As the case was made to depend upon the finding that G. W. Dixon 
was living at the time of the sale, at which Windley bought, it is not 
necessary to give more of the record. The other essential facts are 
stated in the opinion. The plaintiffs appealed. 


W. B. Rodman and J. H. Small for plaintiffs. 
Chas. F. Warren and J. W. Hinsdale for defendant. 


(15) Avery, J. The question that confronts us at the threshold of 

this investigation is one that, as we think, has been heretofore 

in effect, passed upon by this and other appellate courts, but one 

which requires careful consideration and discussion. Where the chil- 

dren of a person under a misapprehension of the facts admitted the 
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allegation of a petition that their ancestor was dead, and submitted to a 
decree for the sale of his land by his administrator for assets, will they 
be allowed collaterally to impeach such judgment and avoid the estoppel 
of title derived through it, by showing that the ancestor was at the date 
of the decree actually living? It is quite as important that courts of 
inferior jurisdiction should command the confidence of the public in the 
regularity and binding force of their decrees, upon which titles depend 
for their validity, as that appellate courts should be trusted to adhere to 
decisions upon the stability of which rights of property depend. But 
while mere irregularities in the conduct of a proceeding will not subject 
the decree rendered therein to a collateral, or even under some circum- 
stances to a direct attack, the rule is different when the allegations in the 
pleadings that are essential to the jurisdiction of the court are untrue, 
and where, if the truth had appeared upon the record, it would have 
become the duty of the court on motion or ex mero motu, to declare the 
suit coram non judice. If, in the special proceeding under discussion, it 
had appeared that G. W. Dixon was alive or it had not been admitted 
that he was dead, the very basis of the jurisdiction would have been 
wanting and there would have been no serious controversy as to the duty 
of the court to pronounce the judgment a nullity, even when assailed 
collaterally only. Black, Judgments, sees. 215, 242, 278. The same 
effect must be given to proof aliunde, after the decree is entered, 

that the person supposed to be dead was in fact alive. London v. (16 ) 
R. h., 88 N. C., 584; 8. v. White, 29 N. C., 117; Book of Mono- 

era aphs (void vudicial sales), 20; Withers if Pa 27 Texas, 497; 

Becket v. Seloven, T Cal., 237; Digan Harper, 25 Ala., 408; Griffith 
v. Fraster, 8 Cranch, 10 saa 99: Fisk v. Norvell, 9 Tex., 13; I een 
Executions, p. 378; : rs v. Bank, 3 Allen (Mass.) ‘ 87 ; Johnson 
v. Beazley, 27 Am. Rep., 285; Thomas v. People, 107 TIL, 517; Melin v. 
Simmons, 80 Am. Rep., 746; Morgan v. Dodge, 44 N. Hs 959; es 
supra, secs. 218, 219, 220. 

In Hyman »v. Gashing. 27 N. C., 272 to 275, Nash, J., discusses at 
length the distinction between such probate judgments as are declared 
merely voidable, because the court or ordinary had the right to act but 
did not comply with the requirements of the law, and such as are void, 
because the court had no authority to act. While the learned judge 
did not have occasion then to pass directly upon the effect as an estoppel 
of administering upon the estate of a person before his death, he cited 
the case of Griffith v. Frasier, supra, as one in which Chief Justice 
Marshall had “had occasion to examine the doctrine of void and one 
able letters of administration in his usual clear and forcible manner.’ 
In the case referred to, the learned Chief Justice had said: “But sup- 
pose administration to have been granted on the estate of a person not 
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really dead. The act, all will admit, is totally void. Yet the ordinary 
must always inquire and decide whether the person whose estate is to be 
committed to the care of others, be dead or in life. It is a branch of 
every case, in which letters of administration issue. Yet the decision of 
the ordinary that the person for whose estate he acts is dead, if the fact 
be otherwise, does not invest the person he may appoint with the charac- 
be otherwise, does not invest the person he may appoint with the charac- 
ter or powers of an administrator. The case in truth was not one within 
| his jurisdiction. It was one in which he had a right to deliberate. 
points ‘occurs in all cases proper for his tribunal, yet that point 

cannot bring the subject within his jurisdiction.” 

But this Court in a later case (S. v. White, supra), held that an 
action could not be maintained upon an administrator’s bond, where 1t 
was shown that the supposed decedent was in fact alive when administra- 
tion was granted upon his estate, The decision rested upon the ground 
that the probate court had no authority, as the agent of the State, to take 
charge of the property of a person then living, or to take the bond sued 
upon. This case was cited arguendo and approved by Smith, C. J., in 
London v. R. #., supra. 

The Court, it is true, has held that where there is a decedent, the acts 
of an administrator who was not entitled to the appointment under the 
statute are valid, but that the order appointing such person is voidable 
in a direct proceeding instituted by those having a superior right. Gar- 
rison v. Cox, 95 N. C., 353; Atkins v. McCormick, 49 N. C., 274. This 
ruling rests upon the doctrine that in such cases the essential basis of 
jurisdiction exists, there being a decedent and an estate to be adminis- 
tered, The appointment of the wrong person is but an irregularity, sub- 
jecting the order of appointment to direct attack but not invalidating 
acts done in pursuance of the law, in the course of administration by him 
who has been inducted into the place by mistake. McPherson v. Canlif, 
78. & R. (Penn.), 422; Devlen v. Comm., 101 Pa. St., 273 (47 Am. 
Rep., 710) ; Johnson v. Beazley, 65 Mo., 250. In the-case last cited the 
Supreme Court of Missouri quote the language of Judge Redfield, that 
the holding of the Court of Appeals of New York, in the case of Rodri- 
gas v. Ins. Co., 63 N. Y., 460, that the appointment of an administrator 

upon the estate of a living man could not be attacked collaterally, 
(18) was “without precedent either in English or American juris- 
prudence.” But it seems that in a later case, Rodrigas v. Savings 
Bank, 76 N. Y., 318, Chief Justice Church, admitting that the authori- 
ties at common law were uniformly in conflict with it, rested his appar- 
ently reluctant approval of the former case upon the ground that it was 
founded upon a construction of a statute. The appointment of an ad- 
ministrator upon the estate of a living man is void for all purposes, and 
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everything that is founded upon it is a alin because there was no 
jurisdiction. “It must always be remembered, says Black (2 Judg- 
ments, sec. 633), that in order to the ¢ aes oes of a probate decree, 
or in the case of sentence emanating from any other tribunal, it is abso- 
lutely necessary that the Court should have possessed a arisdictions” 
1 Herman on Estoppel, sec. 411. The finding by the clerk in a proceed- 
ing that was coram non judice because it was foundéd upon the false | 
basis of jurisdiction, that G. W. Dixon was dead, does not preclude the 
heirs at law from showing that he was alive. To malke it conclusive, the 
judgment must be rendered by a court of competent jurisdiction 
(Roulhac v. Brown, 87 N. C., 1); and to give the court authority, its 
jurisdiction must extend both to the parties and the subject-matter. 
Condry v. Cheshire, 88 N. C., 875; Morris v. Gentry, 89 N. C., 248; 
1 Black on Judgments, sec. 218. We know of no principle upon which 
the judgment, void as to G. W. Dixon if he were a party to this action, 
for want of jurisdiction of the subject-matter, could be held valid with- 
out jurisdiction either against the parties to the proceeding or those in 
privity with them. The court did not have jurisdiction of the estate of 
Dixon, if he was at the time living, and it was not error to submit this 
question to the jury. Should a case be presented where administration 
had been granted not upon false information of a person’s death, 

but upon a presumption of law arising from his absence without (19 ) 
being heard from for seven years, a different question might be 
presented. Whether the acts of an administrator who proceeded honestly 
upon a presumption, to which the law gave the force of a fact, will not 
_ be held, because of such presumption, to be valid, as in some courts has 
been the decision, where an executor performed a part of his imposed 
trust under a will afterwards ascertained to be a forgery, we need not 
now determine. To exclude a conclusion, it may be best, however, to 
announce that should such a ease arise, the question whether it is to be 
_ governed by or distinguished from the ruling in that before us, is an open 
one. Such a case would raise the point whether the presumption of law 
that one is dead does not confer jurisdiction over a living person’s estate, 
when it could not possibly be acquired in the absence of such presump- 
tion. | 

It was admitted that Mrs. Matilda E. Dixon, wife of G. W. Dixon, 
was not a party to the proceeding, and it would of course follow that she 
was not bound by the decree upon other grounds than those relied upon 
by the heirs at law. Condry v. Cheshire, supra. 

The court submitted an issue involving the question whether G. M. 
Dixon was living when the proceeding was instituted and when the 
decree therein was rendered, and it was answered by the jury in the 
affirmative, This was one of the questions that grew out of the general 
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issue of title raised in the pleadings, and it has been repeatedly decided 
by this Court, beginning with Emry v. R. R., 102 N. C., 209, that it is 
’ within the discretion of the presiding judge to determine whether he will 
submit such specific issues or only those that are more general. 

There was no exception to the competency of the testimony 
(20) bearing on that issue, except the general one, made to the compe- 

tency of Surats’ deposition that the defendants were estopped by 
the decree in the special proceeding from denying the title under it, with 
the consequences, if the position had been well taken, that it would be 
immaterial whether he was in fact living, as Susan testified he was after 
the date of the sale under the decree, or dead. But now that we have 
held that neither the heirs at law, nor the defendant, if in privity with 
them, are concluded, it seems to us that the finding upon the first issue 
defeats the plaintiffs’ right to recover in any aspect of the evidence. 
There was no evidence offered on either side tending to show a forcible 
trespass on the part of the defendants, and it was not error, therefore, to 
instruct the jury, as the court did without objection, that the ownership 
of the timber was dependent upon the title to the land entered upon. 
Cohoon v. Simmons, 29 N. C., 189; McComac v. Monroe, 46 N. C., 18; 
Harris v. Sneeden, 104 N. C., 369. 

The plaintiffs proposed to ae title, as ihe burden rested upon them 
to do, not by a regular chain from the State, but by making G. W. Dixon 
the source of title and connecting themselves through the sale and ad- 
ministrator’s deed under the decree to R. C. Windley, and by a string of 
mesne conveyances with Dixon. They offered other deeds and evidence — 
to connect the defendant with G. W. Dixon as a common source of title, — 
with the view of insisting that plaintiffs’ was the older and better title, 
‘and that under the established rule of evidence the defendants were pre- 
cluded from denying that fact. If the plaintiffs had succeeded in prov- 
ing that both derived title from the same source by means of the evidence 
offered, and that of the two chains so exhibited, their own was the better, 
it would have been as effectual proof of their right against the world, 

as a chain extending back to the State, unless the defendants had 
( 21) connected themselves with some other older and better title. 

But since it appears that the proceeding, decree, sale and deed, 
by which they propose to show title out of G. W. Dixon, are nullities the 
plaintiffs have failed to connect themselves with the alleged source of 
title and therefore have failed to establish their right to recover. The 
judge might have instructed the jury that if they should find in response 
to the first issue that Dixon was living at the time of sale under the 
decree, they would find in response to the second issue that plaintiffs 
were not the owners (as in that event they would fail to show themselves 
to be) of any of the land for which they brought suit. In that view of 

14 | 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 


Hinton v. Ins. Co. | 


the case, it is not material whether the description in either the plain- 
tiffs’ or defendants’ deeds was sufficient or insufficient, or whether the 
testimony complained of was competent or incompetent or the charge 
was erroneous as to matters not involved in or essential to the determina- 
tion of the controversy. The response to the first issue was necessarily 
decisive, therefore, of the first six issues. The remaining three grew out 
of the counterclaim, which the court held that the defendants could not 
maintain and the defendants did not appeal. 

The plaintiffs have no reason therefore to complain of the charge 
which was more favorable than they had a right to expect, under the 
view we have taken of the law. Judgment 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Carr v. Coke, post, 260; Springer v. Shavender, 118 N. C., 41; 
Shields v. Ins. Co., 119 N. C., 385; Shober v. Wheeler, 144 N. C., 408; 
Rich v. Morisey, 149 N. C., 41. 


( 22 ) 
J. L. HINTON y. LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY OF VIRGINIA. 
Verification of Pleadings—Amendment of Judgment; Invalid When— 


Conditional Judgment Invalid-—Practice—Fragmentary Appeal—Dis- 
maissal. 3 


fad 


. Inasmuch as section 688 of The Code gives to commissioners of affidavits 
full powers to take oaths in matters relating to causes pending in the 
courts of this State, and section 640 gives to clerks of courts of record in 
other states the same powers as are given to commissioners of affidavits, 
a verification of a pleading made before the clerk of the Hustings Court of 
Richmond, Virginia, and authenticated by his seal, is valid. 


i) 


. Courts take judicial notice of the seals of the courts of another state for 
the purpose of determining the validity of a verification of a pleading, 
just as they do of the seals of foreign courts of admiralty and notaries 
public, | 


ts) 


. An amendment of a judgment made by a judge after the last session of a 
court, in his room at a hotel, without the consent, and in the absence of 
the opposing counsel, is invalid. 


. A conditional judgment is invalid, and therefore, where a judgment per- 
mitting a defendant to verify his answer upon the condition that, if the 
ruling of the court giving judgment for plaintiff for want of a properly 
verified answer should be sustained, the defendant would submit to a 
judgment for a certain amount, the judgment is vitiated by the condition. 


ba 


. Fragmentary appeals are not allowed, and hence, when, in an action on an 
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insurance policy, the court declined to permit defendant to verify its 
answer unless it would submit to a judgment for a certain amount, and 
the condition was accepted and judgment rendered for such amount, with- 
out prejudice to the right of the plaintiff to claim a further sum, as to 
which the cause was continued: Held, that the sudecient being only @ 
partial one, an appeal does not lie. 


Kenton: tried before Mclver, J., at Fall Term, 1894, of Pasquotank. 
Upon the call of the case for trial, the plaintiff iaoved to strike out the 
_answer of the defendant, pecause it was not verified according to 

(23) the statute, and also moved for judgment upon the complaint. 
The verification was made before the clerk of the Hustings Court 

of Richmond, Va. His Honor granted ae motion and gave judg- 
ment as follows: | | oo 


This case coming now to be eee i ne court upon the plainti#’s 

motion for judgment for default of an answer properly verified, and the 
court being of opinion that there was no verified answer, granted the 
motion. Before this judgment was entered defendants asked to be per- 
mitted, in the discretion of the court, to verify 1ts answer, which the 
court granted upon the condition that if the ruling of the court is sus- 
tained on appeal the defendant would submit to a judgment for the sum 
of $456.80, the amount of premium actually paid by plaintiff, which the — 
defendant accepted, but excepted to the ruling of the court and appealed. 
Thereupon, on motion of plaintiff it is ordered and adjudged by the 
court that the plaintiff recover of the defendant the sum of $456.80 with 
interest from 17 September, 1894, till paid, and the costs of this action 
to be taxed by the clerk. It is further ordered as a further consideration 
of the exercise of the above discretion in defendant’s favor that this 
judgment shall not prejudice the balance of plaintifi’s claim, but his 
right to same shall be held at a subsequent term and the cause is con- 
tinued till the next court as to said balance. 
Defendant appeals; bond in the sum of $25 adjudged sufficient; thirty 
days allowed defendant to make up case and thirty days thereafter 
allowed plaintiff to except. New verification filed as allowed by the 
court. James D. MclIvzr, Judge Presiding. 


' The words “that if the ruling of the court is sustained on appeal” 
interlined above were written by myself. 
J AMUS D. McIver, Judge, ete. 


(24) Attached to the record is the following statement by his Honor: 
The judgment in this cause was rendered and signed by me, 
except the words hereinafter named, in open court at the regular term, 
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counsel for both sides being present. After the last session of the court 
had been held, but before the court had formally adjourned for the term 
and after plaintift’s counsel had gone home, on Saturday in my room. 
at the hotel without the knowledge or consent of plaintiff or his counsel, . 
at the request of defendant’s counsel, I inserted the following words in 
the judgment before signed by me: “That if the ruling of the court is 
sustained on appeal.” The clerk of this court will send a copy of this 
statement up as part of the record. - | : 
pee | Jamus D. MclIvur, Judge, ete. - 


. -” Pruden & Vann for plaantiff. 
M ackae & ay Kee i 


Cuae J. The Code, 258, permits ei eak of pleadings to be 

made before “any judge, clerk of the Superior Court, notary public or 
justice of the peace.” This refers to those officers in this State, and in 
Benedict v. Hall, 76 N. C., 118, it was held that a verification before a 
notary publie out of the State was insufficient. Thereupon this section 
was amended (Laws 1891, ch. 140) by inserting after the word “notary 
public” the words “in or out of the State.’ The verification in the 
present instance would therefore have been insufficient under section 258. 
But The Code, section 633, gives to commissioners of affidavits full 
powers to take oaths or affirmations in matters “relating to any cause 
depending in the courts of this State,” and every such “affirmation made 
before him shall be as valid as if taken before any proper officer in this 
State.” And section 640 gives to clerks of courts of record in 
other states the same powers as are given to commissioners of ( 25 ) 
affidavits. 
-. The verification in this case was made before the clerk of the Hustings 
Court of Richmond, Va., and is authenticated by his signature and the 
seal of his court. We are constrained therefore to hold that the verifica- 
tion has been made before a properly authorized officer. For such pur- 
poses courts take judicial notice of the seal of the courts of other states, 
just as they do of the seals of foreign courts of admiralty and notaries 
public. 1 Greenl., Ev., sec. 479, note 4. The authorities cited to the con- 
trary refer to the proof of the record of a court of another state under 
the Act of Congress of 1890 and do not apply as to the qualification of 
an officer of another state to take the verification of a pleading to be 
used in a court of this State. 

The amendment made by the court in the judgment “after the last 
session of the court, in his room at the hotel, without the consent of the | 
opposing counsel,” “who indeed was absent, was invalid. Delafield v. 
Construction Co., 115 N. C., 21. Indeed, had this condition been in the 
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judgment originally, or been made by consent, or at a legal time and 
place, it would of itself have vitiated the judgment, since conditional 
judgments are invalid. Séreckland v. Cox, 102 N. C., 411; In re Deaton, 
105 N. C., 59; Hopkins v. Bowers, 111 N. C., 175. 

An order allowing an amendment in the lea ities or process upon 
conditions or terms is valid. Crump v. Thomas, 89 N. C., 241. It is 
otherwise as to judgments which must be unconditional. 

The judgment was only a partial one, not disposing of the whole 
matter. The Court has repeatedly held that “fragmentary appeals” will 
not le. Clark’s Code, 2 Ed., p. 563, and cases there collected. Though 

the appeal must be dismissed for the reason given, we have passed 
( 26 ) upon the point intended to be presented, as this Court has some- 
times, though rarely, done. Milling Co. v. Finlay, 110 N. C., 
411; S.v. Wylde, ib., 500. 
_ Appeal dismissed. 


Coted: Walters v. Starnes, 118 N. C., 844; Barcello v. Hapgood, ib., 
727; McGehee v. Tucker, 122 N. C., 189; Hx parte McCown, 139 N. C., 
124; Richardson v. Express Co., 151 N. C., 61; Griffin v. Cupp, 167 
N. C., 96; Joyner v. Reflector Co., 176 N. C., 277. 


M. F. WRIGHT v. C. M. BROWN. 


Conditional Fee, Estate by Way of—Executory Devise, ca 

of—Estoppel. 

A testator devised land to his daughter P., and her heirs, but in case of her 
death, without issue surviving, then to his daughter A.: Held, that P. 
takes a conditional fee simple in the land, liable to be determined upon 
her dying without surviving issue, and A. takes, by way of executory 
devise, a remainder or future estate or interest, which she may assign 
and convey by deed, which, with warranty, will be an estoppel upon her 
heirs. 


ConTROVERSY submitted without action upon an agreed state of facts, 
and heard before Boykin, J., at February Term, 1895, of Bzavurorr. 

His Honor rendered judgment in favor of defendant, and plaintiff 
excepted and appealed, assigning as error the holding that the defendant 
had a good and perfect title in fee. The facts are succinctly stated in 
the opinion of Associate Justice Furches. 


Chas. F. Warren for plainttf. 
W. B. Rodman for defendant. 
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Furcouzs, J. James Ellison being the owner in fee simple of ( 27 ) 
the lands mentioned in the case agreed, devised the same to his 
granddaughter Polly Ann Allison “to be hers and her heirs and assigns. 
But in case my said granddaughter, Polly Ann, do die leaving no lawful 
issue at her death, then I devise and bequeath -.-_---- to my daughter 
Augusta L. Ellison, her heirs and assigns,” and died in 1865. That some 
time after the death of the testator, the said Polly Ann and Augusta L. 
sold and conveyed this land to Ida M. Swindell by deed with warranty. 
And by successive conveyances from Ida M. Swindell, the defendant 
became the owner thereof, and has contracted to sell the same to the 
plaintiff Wright. That since the date of the conveyance to Ida M. 
Swindell the said Augusta L. has died, leaving a son surviving her, who 
is her heir at law. But the said Polly Ann is still living, unmarried, 
and is about fifty years of age. 

Upon these facts the plaintiff alleges that the defendant is unable to 
give him a good and indefeasible title to the lands, and for this reason 
refuses to pay defendant the purchase money. 

Aud this presents the question for our consideration, whether the de- 
fendant can convey a good and clear title to plaintiff. If he can, plain- 
tiff should not recover in this action; if he cannot, then he should 
recover. | 

By the terms of the will of James Ellison, Polly Ann took a condi-. 
tional fee simple in the land, liable to be determined upon said Polly 
Ann’s dying without leaving issue surviving her. - And the said Augusta 
L. took the remainder, denominated an estate, or interest by way of 
executory devise. The defendant has a deed from Polly Ann, with war- 
ranty, and if it should turn out that she has the fee simple the difficulty 
would end, and the defendant would have a good title. Therefore, it is 
seen that the trouble lies in determining what estate or interest 
Augusta L. took in the land. All hands admit that she took ( 28 ) 
some interest; and defendant contends she took a present vested 
estate, though subject to be divested by the said Polly Ann leaving issue 
her surviving at her death; that this estate would pass by descent, and 
might be devised and assigned. This the plaintiff denies.. 

The estate of Angusta L., whatever it be, is clearly contingent, and in 
contemplation of law may never vest—this depends upon the fact 
whether Polly Ann dies without leaving issue. If it depended upon the 
death of Polly Ann alone, it would be a vested estate or interest, as it is 
certain that Polly Ann will die. But it does not do this. The other 
condition is added, that she must die “without leaving issue living.” 
This in contemplation of law (whatever her age may be) is uncertain 
and will remain so until her death. But still under our decisions it 
would seem that Augusta L. had such an interest in these lands as might 
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be assigned and conveyed by deed, and, with warranty, would be an — 
estoppel to her heirs. 

It has been held, as far back as McDonald v. McDonald, 58 N. C 
211, followed by Masten v. Marlow, 65 N. C., 695, Bodenhamer »v. 
Welch, 89 N. C., 78, and other cases, that an Hein apparent may sell and 
assign his expectancy in the estate of his ancestors. And the courts of 
Equity will enforce such assignments, if they are fair and open, and a 
sufficient consideration appears. But these transactions, though by deed, 
are not considered as conveyances, but as executory contracts, which 
Equity will enforce. 

But in this case Augusta had more than a bare expectancy. She had 
under the will of James Ellison, by way of executory devise, a future 
estate or interest in the land which might be assigned. Watson v. Smith, 

110 N. C., 6. But this case falls more directly under the case of 
(29) Foster v. H ackett, 112 N. ©., 555. In that case Mildred Goforth 

willed the lands in monterey to two single daughters and the 
heirs of their bodies; and if they died without leaving such issue, then 
to the survivor; and then to the heirs of the devisor. During the lifetime 
of the two daughters (the first takers) one of the heirs at law of the 
devisor (Mildred) sold her interest to the defendant Hackett and cone 
veyed the same by deed with warranty. And this Court held that the 
grantor (the heir of Mildred) had such an estate or interest in the lands 
as she might assign and convey to the defendant; and that her heirs 
(she being dead) were estopped to claim the same. In that case there 
was the uncertainty as to who would be heirs at law of the devisor 
Mildred, while in this case there is no such uncertainty. The second 
taker is fixed by the will, which makes this case stronger for the defend- 
ant Brown than that case was for the defendant Hackett. The case of 
Starnes v. Hill, 112 N. C., 1, is cited by plaintiff as authority to sup- 
port his contention. But we do not think it conflicts with the view we 
have taken of this case. Indeed, we think it is in harmony with what 
we have said, and sustains this opinion. There is no error and the 
judgment is : = a : 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Brown v. Dail, 117 N. C., 48; Peterson v. Ferrell, 127 N. C., 
170; Boles v. Caudle, 183 N. C., 584; Kornegay v. Miller, 187 N. C., 
663; Richardson v. Express Co., 151 N. C., 61; Hobgood v. Hobgood, 
169 N. C., 490; Lee v. Oates, 471 N. O,, 798 ‘Bourne v. Parrar, 180 
IN. ©, 137. 
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7 | (30 ) 
B, B, LATHAM v, W. R. ELLIS. 


Parent and Child—Custody | of Child. 


1. A father is entitled to the custody of his children against the claims of 
every one, except those to whom he may have committed their custody 
and tuition by deed, or unless he is found to be unfitted for their care 
and custody. 


2. Where the father of an infant, upon the death of its mother, told the grand- 
parents of the child that the latter should always remain with them, but 
subsequently desired the custody of the child, and upon refusal brought 
habeas corpus proceedings, and it appeared that the father was of good 
moral character, industrious and kind, and in every way fitted to care 
for and educate the child, the custody was properly awarded to him. 


Petition for writ of habeas corpus, filed by B. B. Latham to obtain 
the custody and control of his infant daughter, Julia E. Latham, and 
heard before McIver, J., Washington, N.C., on Wednesday, 5 December, 
1894. 

Upon the as of the writ the court apart the custody of the 
infant, Julia E. Latham, to her father, B. B. Latham, and directed the 
clerk of the Superior Court of Beaufort to tax the cost of the proceed- 
ings against William R. Ellis, who detained the said Julia E. Latham. 
The court awarded the control and custody of the child to the father 
upon the following state of facts, to wit: 

The father, B. B. Latham, is thirty-two years of age, and is a moral, 
temperate and industrious man, and is In every way qualified to care 
for, support and educate his Rie That he owns woods land, and 
for a number of years has rented and cultivated lands. That he is a 
man in good credit with persons with whom he has business transactions, 
and his general reputation is excellent. 

That on 24 December, 1895, B. B. Latham married Julia F. (31 ) 
Ellis, a daughter of Wm. R. Ellis. That there was born of this 
marriage two children, one boy now about eight years of age | 
and living with the father, and the other, Julia E. Latham, born 10 
January, 1889, and now with her grandfather, William R. Ellis. That 
Julia F. Latham, the wife of B. B. Latham, died ten days after the 
birth of a second child, the said Julia E. Latham. That at the time 
of his marriage the said. B. B. Latham and wife went to live with | 
the parents of the latter, and continued to live with them until © 
the death of the wife. That the said B. B. Latham contributed to 
the support of the family, the common support of both families. That 
the said Latham is of a kind and affectionate disposition, and in every 
way endeavored to promote the welfare and happiness of his family. 

21 | 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [116 


Smetana ye = o) ae 


LATHAM ¥V. ELLIS. 


9 er 


That after the death of Julia F. Latham the said B. B. Latham still 
continued to live with the parents of his deceased wife, and to contribute 
to the common support of both families. That he employed and paid 
one Olivia Hill to wait upon William R. Ellis and his wife in order 
that the latter might have more time to devote to the children. That a 
part of the time since the death of his wife the said B. B. Latham 
assisted in cultivating the farm of the said W. R. Ellis. That on the 
day of the funeral of his wife the said B. B. Latham stated to his 
mother-in-law that he never would take the child Julia from them, and 
if she would take it he would assist all he could in raising it, and sub- 
sequently stated to others (among whom was an unele) that he, Latham 
himself, never expected to leave the home of W. R. Ellis or take the 
child. That William R. Ellis is sixty-seven years of age and his wife is 
of a corresponding age. That they are people of good character and are 
attached to the child Julia, and would properly care for and support 

her. That they are kind to the child and their general reputa- 
( 82.) tion is excellent. That William R. Ellis owns a farm containing 

about forty-five acres of cleared land, and, although he is a 
man of limited means, lives comfortably. 

That the said W. R. Ellis has a daughter now living and married, who 
has several children, but who do not reside with the respondent. That 
on 23 November, 1892, B. B. Latham married a second time. That by 
the consent of the parents of his-first wife, he and his second wife went 
~ to live with them, and remained with them until 22 November, 1893, 
when he moved, with his wife and eldest child, to a farm several miles 
distant. That since February, 1894, the said Latham has not had the 
custody or control of his child, although on several occasions he has sent 
for his child to visit him, and has gone for her on other occasions. That 
from the time the said Latham and wife removed from the home of the 
said W. R. Ellis the child, Julia, would visit the said B. B. Latham, and 
this continued until February, 1894. That since that time the said 
child has not visited her father, and the said W. R. Ellis and wife refuse 
to surrender the custody of the child to her father. 

Upon this state of facts, the court being of the opinion that B. B. 
Latham, the father, is a suitable person, able and willing to support, 
educate and raise his child, decided, as a matter of law, that the father 
is entitled to the custody of the child Julia. 

From this judgment the said W. R. Ellis prayed an appeal. Pending 
the appeal, the court declined to take said child from the said W. R. 
Ellis and to give her to the father. 


Chas. F. Warren and B. B. Nicholson for plainteff. 
J. H. Small and W. B. Rodman for defendant. 
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Montgomery, J. In contests between parents in respect to ( 38 ) 
the custody of their children, whether in suits for divorce or In 
habeas corpus proceedings where the husband and wife are living in a 
state of separation without being divorced, the court or judge before 
whom the suit or proceedings are heard may award the charge and 
custody of the child or children to either the husband or the wife, as 
may appear to be for the best interest and welfare of the .child or 
children. Code, sections 1570 and 1661. But in the case before us the 
contest is not between husband and wife, but it is between the father of 
the child and her maternal grandparents. Under the common law, the 
father’s claim to the custody of his minor children, under all circum- 
stances, wag paramount. The courts of chancery, however, upon assum- 
ing jurisdiction over the persons and estates of infants, overruled the 
common law in this particular, and have for a long time exercised the 
right to commit the custody and tuition of infant children to others than 
the father, in cases where he grossly and recklessly neglects their 
interests, or is guilty of coarse and brutal treatment of them. Chancellor 
Kent, in 2 Com. 205, writes: “The father, and on his death, the mother, 
is generally entitled to the custody of the infant children, inasmuch as 
they are their natural protectors, for maintenance and education. But 
courts of justice may in their sound discretion and when the morals or 
safety of interests of the children strongly require it, withdraw the 
infants from the custody of the father or mother and place the care and 
custody of them elsewhere.” | 

In North Carolina the father has always been entitled to the custody 
of his children against the claims of every one except those to whom he 
may have committed their custody and tuition by deed (Section 1562 of 
The Code) ; or unless he is found to be unfitted to keep their charge and 
custody by reason of his brutal treatment of them, or his reckless 
neglect of their welfare and interests, when their care will be ( 34 ) 
committed to some proper person on application to the courts. 
In our case, the respondents had no written contract or deed from the 
petitioner-father concerning the custody of the child. In the findings 
of fact by his Honor, the father was found to be a young man, moral, 
_ temperate and industrious, and in every way qualified to care for, sup- 
port and educate his children, to be possessed of property and in good 
credit, and of excellent reputation. 

There is no error in the ruling of the court below, in which the child 
was remanded to the custody of the father, and the ruling of his Honor is 


Affirmed. 


Cited: McDonald v. M orrow, 119 N. C., 674; Newsome v. Bunch, 144 
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N. C., 17; In re Turner, 151 N. C., 478; In re Jones, 153 N. C., 316; 
Howell v. Solomon, 167 N. C., 591; Atkinson v. Downing, 175 N. C.,, 
246; In re Means, 176 N. C., 310; In re Warren, 178 N. C., 45. 


(35) 


J. W. SPRUILL v. DAVENPORT & MORRIS. 
Sale on Constgnment—Commission Merchant—Factor, Duty of. 


1. When fish are consigned to a factor for sale, with general instructions, it 
is proper and the duty of the factor to ascertain their condition and 
quality by having them inspected before putting them on the market. He 
has also a discretion as to the time and manner of selling, -provided he 

acts in good faith and with ordinary diligence. 


2. When a consignor gives a peremptory order for the sale of goods consigned, 
it becomes the factor’s duty to sell at once, exercising due care and pru- 
dence, and if he cannot sell at any price he should report that fact and 
ask for instructions. 

8. A factor or broker receiving express instructions must conform strictly 
thereto, and if loss result from his disobedience, he is responsible to his 
principal in damages. . 

4, ‘The fact that a commission merchant has made advances to a consignor on 
goods consigned for sale does not relieve him from the duty of following 
express instructions concerning the sale, especially when it does not 


appear that the consignor is insolvent. a 


Action tried before Graves, J., and a jury at Fall Term, 1893, of 
CHOWAN. 

There was a verdict for the plaintif,, and judgment thereon for 
$749.62, and defendant appealed. The facts appear in the opinion of 
Chref J ustice Faarcloth. 


Spier Widener J. H. Blount and W. M. Bond for plaintiff 
Battle & Mor decat and Pruden & Vann for defendants, | 


Pimcrore, O. J. The summons was ‘Getied 3 December, 1892. It 
appears from the pleadings that in May, 1892, the plaintiff shipped 
from Edenton to the defendants in Richmond, Va., a certain quantity 
of fish in barrels and kegs to sell in that market a commission, The 
action is for damages by reason of defendants’ failure to exercise due 
diligence and care in selling, and in failure to sell. Some of the fish 
had been sold and-some were in defendants’ hands when the summons 


24 


N.C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 


SPRUILL Vv. ‘DAVENPORT, 


aed At ‘hi trial the plaintiff had judgment and the defendants ap- 
pealed. 

The only exceptions are to the second, fifth and sixth sections of his 
Honor’s charge to the jury. 

The plaintiff introduced evidence to show that the fish were good and 
were “number one,” and that the defendants were negligent and careless 
in selling and failing to sell. The defendants introduced evidence to 
show the contrary in each particular. On 6 June, 1892, the plaintiff 
wrote to defendants as follows: “Please sell fish shipped by me some 
time ago and now in your hands. Do so please at once, and 
oblige, Yours truly, J. W. Spruill.” The whole evidence was ( 36) 
submitted to the jury and his Honor charged: 

1. If defendant exercised proper care and diligence to sell the fish in 
the condition in which they were received, they performed their duty. 
The burden is upon the plaintiff to ) show a want of diligence, of which 
they must satisfy the jury. 

2. That the defendants were bound to sell the fish of the plaintiff 
within a reasonable time after they were received and for the best market 
prices they would bring in the Richmond market, and after the plaintiff’s 
letter of 6 June, 1892, it was the duty of defendants to sell at once for 
the best market price. 

5. If, however, they were instructed to sell at once by the plaintiff, it 
was their duty to sell as soon as they could sell, although they may have 
thought better prices could be obtained by waiting. 

6. As to the proper care and handling of the goods intrusted to them 
for sale, for their own protection in business they had the right to know 
the quality and condition of the goods (the fish) before offering them 
for sale. Although not bound by lew to have the fish inspected, they 
had the right to do so; but in having the inspection made, it was their 
duty to use every reasonable care, such as men of ordinary prudence in 
their lines of business would use in the management of their own goods, 
their own fish, but they did not have the right to procure a careless or 
incompetent inspector, or make a careless inspection and to make an 
untrue report of the condition of the fish; and if they employed such a 
careless or incompetent inspector, and he made a careless and untrue 
report, and carelessly or corruptly made a wrong classification of the 
plaintifi’s fish, reporting fish as second class, which ought to have been 
reported as first class, and thereby the sale of the plaintiffs fish 
was injured and they were made unsalable, the defendants would ( 37 ) 
be lable for such damages as the plaintiff sustained thereby. 

The defendants’ exception to sections 2 and 5 are in effect that the 
charge in said sections takes no account of the state of accounts between 


the parties, nor of the defendants’ interest because of their advance 
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ments; and to section 6 that there was no evidence that the inspection 
and report classifying some of the fish as “number two” nor of careless- 
ness or negligence in selling or not selling, on the part of the defendants. 


The issue was for the jury under proper instruction. The defendants 
examined witnesses to show that the fish were not in good condition and 
that some were classed “number two” by the inspector chosen by them. 

The plaintiff testified that the goods were in good condition when 
shipped, and introduced one witness who said that on 28 September, 
1892, at request of plaintiff, he examined some of the fish and found 
them in good condition, and that he told defendants they were number 
one and that he could sell them to a Petersburg broker. Plaintiff also 
introduced two witnesses, who testified that in September after the fish 
had been inspected, they received some of the fish at Suffolk, Va., and 
sold and used some of them, and that they were in good condition. We 
think there was evidence on both sides fit to go to the jury, and we think 
that plaintifi’s evidence by strong implication tended to show undue 
attention on the part of the defendants, and we see no error in the 
charge in the sections to which exceptions were filed. When the fish 
were received by defendants for sale with general instructions, it was 

proper and their duty to ascertain the condition and quality of 
(38) the goods before putting them on the market. They were also 

invested with a discretion as to the time and manner of selling, 
provided they acted in good faith and with ordinary diligence. 


The defendants’ duty, however, was materially changed after 8 June, 
1892, when they received an order to sell “at once.” They were then 
bound to sell at once, exercising still due care and prudence in doing so, 
and if they could not sell on any terms, it was their duty to report that 
fact to their principal and receive directions. When a factor or broker 
has received express instructions, he must pursue those instructions 
strictly, and if he does not, he is responsible to his principal in damages - 
for any loss arising from such disobedience. Russell on Factors and 
Brokers, Law Lib., vol. 48, marg. page 18. The making the advances 
waa not a condition precedent to the duty of selling under the instruc- 
tion, 6 June, 1892. Besides, there is no suggestion that plaintiff was 
insolvent and non constat that the defendants could not have collected 
any balance due them on their account. 

Affirmed. 
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JOHN FUTRELL et at, v. LUCY C. DEANHS et At. | 
Practice—Appeal from Judgment for Costs. 


Where it appears from the record on appeal that the only question involved is 
one relating to the payment of costs, the appeal will be dismissed. 


Aorton for the recovery of land, tried before Armfield, J., and a 
jury, at Spring Term, 1894, of Herrrorp. 

There was no objection to the rulings or charge of the court, or to the 
issues submitted. The jury found that the plaintiffs were the | 
owners of and entitled to the possession of the land and to $600 ( 39 ) 
damages, and that the defendants were entitled to receive $1,191 3 
for betterments, ete. His Honor rendered judgment for the possession 
of the land by the plaintiffs after payment to the defendants the amount 
adjudged. The judgment further declared: | 

“Tt is further adjudged and decreed that upon the verdict of the jury 
the defendants are entitled to the sum of five hundred and ninety-one 
dollars ($591) over and above the amount allowed to plaintiffs for 
damages, and that the said sum, less the costs of the action, is and is 
hereby adjudged to be a charge upon the said land in favor of the de- 
fendants with interest from 16 April, 1894. 

“Tt is further ordered and adjudged that if the said sum, with interest, 
less the costs of the action, is not paid on or before Monday of the next 
term of this court the said land be sold on that day by L. J. Lawrence 
and L. L. Smith, who are hereby appointed commissioners for that 
purpose, and who are ordered, after due advertisement according to law, 
to sell the same at public outcry at the courthouse door in Winton for 
cash, and that after report of said sale and confirmation they distribute 
the net proceeds as follows: First, to the payment of the costs of this 
action; second, to the payment of the sum of five hundred and ninety-one 
dollars ($591) and interest (less the amount paid for costs) to the de- 
fendants as adjudged; third, the balance to be distributed to the plain- 
tiffs according to their respective interests therein. 

“Tt is further adjudged that when the plaintiffs shall have paid to the 
defendants the amount adjudged to be due them, writ of possession may 
be issued to the plaintiffs for the immediate possession of the land.” 

The defendants excepted to so much of the judgment as taxed 
them with costs. ( 40 ) 


L. L. Smath for plaintiffs. 
Winborne & Lawrence for defendants. 
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Farrcroru, C. i. It appears from the record that the only question 
was, which party should pay the costs. Such questions are not con- 
sidered in this Court. S.v. BR. B., 74 N.C, 287; Hasty v. Funderburk, 
89 N.C. 98. | | : 
Appeal dismissed. 


Cited: Elliott v. Tyson, post, 184; Monroe »v. Angel none 847: Blliott 
v. Tyson, 117 N. C., 115; Herring v. Pugh, 125 N. C., 438; Van Dyke 
v. . Ins. Co., 174 N. C, 81 | 


W. H. MORRIS & SONS v. J. J. BURGESS er av. | 
Foreign Judgment; Competency of, in Evidence—Estoppel. 


1. The. same effect is given to a judgment rendered in a court of one state 
when offered in evidence in this State, as an exemplification of it would 
have in another court of the state in which it was rendered. 


2. Whether or not the record of a judgment rendered in one state must be 
specially pleaded in order to give it a conclusive effect upon an opposing 
party in a suit in another state, yet a former judgment is both competent 
and conclusive as to the merits in case it was rendered after issue joined 
in the action in which it is offered as evidence; therefore, 


8. Where, after action begun in this State on a note, judgment was rendered 
in another state in an action on the same note, and plaintiff was refused 
- permission to amend the complaint so as to declare on the judgment 
instead of the note, such judgment was competent and conclusive evidence 

to show the amount due on the note. 


( 44 ) <Acrion tried before Armfield, J., and a jury, at Spring Term, 
1894, PErquiMans. 


L. L. Smith, for plaintiff. 
J. H. Blount for defendants. 


Avery, J. The action was brought for judgment upon a note under 
seal and for foreclosure of a mortgage upon land executed to secure the 
debt. The court had in its discretion refused to allow an amendment, 
declaring on a judgment rendered on the bond in a court of competent 
jurisdiction of the State of Virginia, instead of upon the bond itself. 

The plaintiff offered on the trial a properly certified copy of the 

(42) judgment to prove that the defendants still owed the debt, for 

which the note was given. The defendants excepted to its admis- 

sion as evidence of the debt and also to the instruction subsequently 
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given by the court to the jury, that it concluded the defendants from 
showing any payment upon the debt. 

It was held by this Court in Peebles v. Guano Co., 17 N. C., 233, that 
a judgment in proceeding of attachment was “conclusive evidence that 
the debt sued on was due to the plaintiff in it to the value of the prop- 
erty attached but of nothing more.” The court in that proceeding in rem 
acquired no jurisdiction of the person, and the judgment could be used 
to show nothing except the right of recovery to the value of the prop- 
erty proceeded against. Herman on Estoppel, section 322; Winfree v. 
Bagley, 102 N. C., 545. But for that purpose and to that. extent it was 
competent. Here the action upon the note in the same state was in 
personam, but is admissible upon the same principle as in the other case, 

when it was offered, not to prove the debt sued on but to show the 
- amount of damage the plaintiff was entitled to recover. Bigelow on 
Estoppel, p. 48 (5 Ed.). | : 

The Constitution of the United States, Art. IV, sec. 1, and the Act of 
Congress passed in pursuance of it (U. S. Rev. Stat., sec. 509) were 
construed at an early day as giving to-a judgment of a sister state the 
same effect as an exemplification of it would have in another court of 
the same state in which it was rendered. Mills v. Daryes, 7 Cranch, 
481; Hampton v. McDonnell, 3 Wheat., 234. When such judgment is 
made the basis of an action, it is conclusive on the merits in every other 
state, if it appear that the court in which it was rendered had juris- 
diction of the parties and the subject-matter. 2 Black, Judgments, sec. 
857 and 859. The rule is that the judgment ‘af valid at home”. 
is valid in any other state, and when sued on is conclusive on the ( 43) 
merits, even though andes the laws of the state in which suit is 
brought to enforce it, such a judgment would have been void on account 
of the manner or forma of entering it. Ritter v. H ona 35 Kans., 215; 
2 Black, supra, sec. 859. 

The muihorities in this country are conflicting upon the question 
whether one party must plead the record of a judgment of a sister state 
in order to give it a conclusive effect upon the opposing party. 2 Black, 
Judgments, sec. 783. Even where it is conceded to be the general rule, 
however, that a record is available as an estoppel only when specially 
pleaded, a former judgment, whether domestic or foreign, is both com- 
petent and conclusive as to the merits in case it was rendered after issue 
was joined in the action in which it is offered as evidence. A. & E., 33, 
and note 3; 2 Black, Judgments, sec. 784, and note. The judgment under 
consideration was rendered after the Fall Term of the Superior Court of 
Perquimans, when the pleadings were filed and the plaintiff could not 
have made it the basis of an action begun before it was in existence. 

He had had no opportunity to avail himself of it till the trial. 
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For the reasons given and upon the authorities we feel no hesitation 
in holding that the exemplification of the judgment of a sister state was 
admissible in evidence. Without entering into a discussion of the general 
doctrine of pleading specially records, deeds or matters in pars, relied 
on to work an estoppel, there can be no question about the right to offer 
the evidence constituting the alleged estoppel, where it appears that there 
has been no opportunity afforded a party to specially plead it. In our 
case not only was the judgment obtained after this suit was at issue, but 

the plaintiff took the doubtful precaution of asking to be allowed 
(44) to declare upon a cause of action which might have been con- 
tended did not exist when the action was brought. There was 

No error. | 


W.S. CARTER er at. v. 8S. A. LONG, ADMINISTRATOR OF 
CALEB SPENCER, DECEASED. 


Practice—Judgment According to Prayer of Complaint. 


Where the statement and prayer of a complaint clearly and with certainty fix 
the amount to which plaintiff is entitled to judgment, and this Court, on 
appeal, decides that the plaintiff is entitled to recover the amount de- 
manded in the complaint, and, upon the case being certified to the court 
below, a judgment following the words of the prayer of the complaint 
was rendered, it will not be disturbed. 


Wuen the opinion of this Court (114 N. C., 187) was certified to the 
Superior Court of Hype, the plaintiffs, at Spring = 1894, before 
Armfield, J., moved for judgment as follows: 

1. For the sum of $3,000, being the purchase money paid by Gages 
to Spencer for the 50 acres of land, with interest on the same from 
10 December, 1851, the date of the conveyance; or, 

2. For the said sum with interest on the same from 25 April, 1882, pine 
date of the death of James W. Borden, the life tenant; or, 

3. For the sum of $3,000, with interest from the first of said dates, 

subject to credit of $1,250, with interest from 1 September, 1847, 
( 45 ) the date of the conveyance by Carter to Spencer. 

The court declined to render each of the said judgments asked in 
the order named, and rendered judgment for $750 and interest from 
12 November, 1888, at 8 per cent per annum. To the refusal of the 
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court to render either of the judgments prayed for as above, the plain- 
tiffs excepted and appealed. 


Chas. F. Warren for placnteffs. 
No counsel contra. 


Furcurs, J. This case was before this Court on the appeal of plain- 
tiffs at February Term, 1894, when the Court decided that “There should 
have been judgment for plaintiffs for the snm demanded in the com- 
plaint, this being much less than the purchase-money paid by Carter to 
Spencer.” 114 N. C., 187. This opinion was certified to the court below, 
and at Fall Term, 1894, the plaintiffs moved for Judgment upon the 
opinion so certified. The court granted this motion and gave the plain- 
tiffs Judgment for “$750 with interest thereon at 8 per cent per annum 
from 12 November,’1888, and the further sum of $8.57 as demanded 
in the complaint.” The plaintiffs being dissatisfied with this judgment 
appealed again to this Court, and contend that plaintiffs are entitled to 
judgment for $2,500, with interest thereon from 25 April, 1882. So 
there is nothing for the Court to decide upon this appeal except as to 
the amount of the judgment, and this is to be determined by ascertain- 
ing “the amount demanded in the complaint.” 

Upon an examination of plaintiffs’ complaint, paragraph 4, we find 
the following allegation: “Plaintiffs therein (referring to the action of 
Borden v. Carter )elected to take the unimproved value of the 
land, which was ascertained by the jury to be $1,500, which sum ( 46 ) 
was declared to be a lien upon the said tract of 100 acres, of which 
the tract conveyed by Spencer to Carter formed one-half.” “That, by 
reason of the breach of warranty and the eviction of defendants under a 
paramount title, the plaintiffs in this action are entitled to recover of 
the defendant S. A. Long, administrator of Caleb Spencer, one-half the 
amount paid by them under said judgment, in said suit brought by 
Henry V. Borden and others, to wit, the sum of $750 with interest 
thereon at 8 per cent from 12 November, 1888, and the sum of ___._-_- 
dollars, one-half of the cost of said action.” 

This statement of plaintiffs’ complaint seems to fix the amount to 
which plaintiffs were entitled to judgment, under the decision of this 
Court at February Term, 1894, so clearly and with so much certainty 
that we cannot conceive how there can be any misunderstanding about 
the matter. We therefore hold that the judgment of the court below, 
appealed from, gave plaintiffs all they are entitled to have. There is 

No error. 
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(47) | | 
W.S. CARTER et at. v. S. A. LONG. 


Practice—A ppeal—Dismissal for Failure to Print Record—Motion to 
Reinstate. 


1. A motion to reinstate an appeal which has been dismissed for failure to 
print the record will not be allowed except for good cause shown. 


2. The fact that an appellant requested the clerk of the court below to ask the 
clerk of this Court to have the record printed and send him the bill, which 
he would pay, but sent no money and concerned himself no further about 
it, will not entitle him to have his appeal, which has been dismissed, re- 
instated., | | 


C.F. Warren for placnteff. 
W. B. Rodman for defendant. 


Crarx, J. This is a motion to reinstate this appeal, which was dis- 
missed at this term for failure to print, as required by Rules 28 and 29. 
The motion to reinstate in such cases is allowed only for good cause 
shown. Horton v. Green, 104 N. C., 400; Whatehurst v. Pettifer, 105 
N. C., 39. In the present case no affidavit was filed. Counsel filed a 
written statement, upon information, that the appellant had requested 
the clerk of the court of his county to request the clerk of this Court to 
have the record printed and send him the bill, which he would pay. This 
is not controverted, and taking it to be true, still no money was sent, nor 
does it appear that the appellant ever took the trouble to ascertain 
whether his request had been complied with or not, though he had 
received no bill for the printing. As has often been said, this rule was 
adopted to expedite the trial of appeals, and appellants will not be per- 
mitted to obtain delay by neglecting to observe it. Edwards v. Hender- 
son, 109 N. C., 83; Pipkin v. Green, 112 N. C., 355. Pointed notice 
was given in Hunt v. R. R., 107 N. C., 447, that the Court would feel 
compelled thereafter to enforce the rule rigidly. As was said in Paine 
v. Cureton, 114 N. C., 606, “an appellant cannot simply take an appeal, 
pay the clerk’s fees for transcript and thereafter leave the appeal to take 
eare of itself like a log floating down a river or corn put in the hopper 

of a mill. The appeal requires attention.” The appellant has 
(48 ) not shown such attention as entitles him to have the appeal re- 
instated. 


Motion denied. 


Cited: Wiley v. Mining Co., 117 N. C., 490. 
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WITZ, BIEDLER & CO. v. 8S. A. anp J. M. GRAY. 


Practice—A pplication for Recewer—Ancillary Remedy Not Allowed 
When Plaintiff is Not Entitled to Main Reltef—Principal and Agent 
—Husband and Wife. 


1. To entitle a party to an ancillary remedy he must show that he is entitled 
to the main relief demanded in the complaint. 


2. A judgment cannot be recovered against a feme covert on a note alleged 
to have been executed by her unless the complaint names and describes 
separate estate belonging to her chargeable with the debts. 


3. A judgment cannot be recovered against a married woman in an action 
against her and her husband when the complaint alleges that the husband 
is the debtor. . 


4. Where a receiver is applied for upon the ground that, by reason of fraud 
practiced upon the plaintiff by defendants in the purchase of goods, and 
that the title never vested in defendants, it is necessary to allege and 
prove that the goods for which the receiver is applied for are identically 
the same goods so fraudulently obtained. 


5. A husband who, with the wife’s consent, acts as the general manager of 
her store, has no implied authority to execute in her name a note in pay- 
ment for goods previously purchased. 


Morton for a receiver, heard before Brown, J., at chambers, in an 
action pending in Bzavrorr Superior Court. . 

The motion was refused and plaintiff appealed. The complaint was 
as follows: | 

Plaintiffs, for cause of complaint, say: 

1. That plaintiffs are partners doing business in the city of (49 ) 
Baltimore and State of Maryland. : 

2. That the defendant S. A. Gray is justly indebted to the plaintiffs 
in the sum of $735.85, with interest from October 18, 1893, until paid, 
evidenced by a promissory note, a copy of which is attached, marked 
Exhibit A, the original of which plaintiffs have and are ready to produce 
when required. 

II. For a second cause of action plaintiffs say: 

1, That J. M. Gray was during the year 1893 engaged in conducting 
the business of a merchant in the town of Washington, county of Beau- 
fort and State of North Carolina, under the name of S. A. Gray, his 
wife, 

2. That said business had been theretofore conducted in Dare County. 

3. That during said year defendants ordered goods, wares and mer- 
chandise to the value of $735.85; that said goods were ordered under the 
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name of 8. A. Gray by J. M. Gray and were shipped to 8. A. Gray, and 
were duly received by J. M. Gray under the name of 8. A. Gray. 

4, That on 6 June defendants gave to the plaintiffs the paper-writing, 
a copy of which is hereto attached, marked Exhibit A. That said paper- 
writing was given by J. M. Gray under the name of S, A. Gray. That 
the said mercantile business was owned and conducted by J. M. Gray 
under the name of S. A. Gray, and there is now due plaintiffs the sum 
of $735.85 with interest from 18 October, 1893, until paid. 

III. For a third cause of action plaintiffs say: 

1. That 8. A. Gray is a feme covert and the wife of J. M. Gray, and 
that as such she is possessed of a separate personal estate, to wit, a stock 

of goods in the brick store on Main Street in the town of Wash- 

(50) ington, between the stores of E. W. Ayers and 8. T. Nicholson. 

2. That the said S. A. Gray carries on a mercantile business in 

the town of Washington, buying goods from northern merchants and 

retailing them out again. That J. M. Gray, her husband, is the active 

business manager of the said business and the same is carried on with 
his consent. 

3. That during the year 1893 said 8. A. Gray, by and with the written 
consent of her said husband, bought from plaintiffs large quantities of 
goods which in the aggregate amounted to $735.85. That said goods 
were ordered by letters and in person in the house, which letters were 
written by J. M. Gray. 

4, That on 6 June, 1893, in consideration of the said goods having 
been shipped, said S. A. Gray, by and with the written consent of her 
said husband, executed to plaintiffs her promissory note for $735.85, a 
copy of which is attached as Exhibit A, and that the said J. M. Gray 
signed said note as agent for his wife and the consideration inured to 
the benefit of said S. A. Gray’s separate estate. 

5. That there is now dtie on said note the sum of $735.85, with 
interest from 18 October, 1893, until paid, which said sum is in equity 
a charge upon said S. A. Gray’s separate estate. 

IV. For a fourth cause of action plaintiffs say: 

1, That during 1893 the defendants, J. M. Gray and S. A. Gray, fraud- 
ulently contriving and intending to cheat and defraud plaintiffs and. 
others, falsely, fraudulently, and without any intention of paying there- 
for, ordered from plaintiffs large quantities of at to the value of 
$735. 85. 

2. That the said goods were ordered in the name of S. A. Gray, a 

feme covert, the defendants well knowing that said defendant 
(51) would not be bound by any contract S. A. Gray might make. 
3. That in pursuance of said plan, as aforesaid, defendants © 
ordered (especially J. M. Gray) said goods to 8. A. Gray, and they 
34 | 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895. 


Witz uv. GRAY. 


were shipped to S. A. Gray under the belief that she was capable of 
contracting. 

4, That said goods were received by defendants, and in pursuance of 
their said plan and scheme, they fraudulently converted the same to their 
own use. That there is due plaintiffs on account of said purchase 
$735.85. . | 

Then follows the prayer for judgment. 

Exhibit A was as follows: 


$735.85. Wasuineron, N. C., 6 June, 1893. 

One hundred and thirty-one days after date I promise to pay to the 
order of Witz, Biedler & Co., seven hundred and thirty-five 85-100 dol- 
lars, at Bank of Washington, Washington, N. C., without offset, for 
value received. Mrs. S. A. Gray. 


Per J. M. Gray. 


The answer of S. A. Gray was as follows: 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION. 


1. That she believes section 1 to be true. | 
2. That she denies section 2 as alleged, and expressly denies that she, 
or any one by her authority, executed for her any promissory note to 
plaintiffs. 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION. 


1. That she admits she was engaged in conducting a mercantile busi- 
ness in the town of Washington during 1893, and that J. M. Gray, her 
husband, acted as salesman in such business; otherwise section 1 is 
denied. | | 

2. That she admits having conducted a mercantile business in ( 52) 
the county of Dare prior to removing to Washington. 

3. That she admits that she purchased a bill of goods from 
plaintiffs on or about the _--_ day of --_--__- , 1898; that said goods 
were purchased by verbal order, and not by written order, and that 
plaintiffs charged for the same the sum of $735.85; and otherwise 
section 3 is denied. | : 

4, That she denies that she gave or executed to plaintiffs the paper- 
writing referred to in section 4, and she avers she had no knowledge of 
the same, nor did she consent to the execution thereof, nor has she since 
ratified the same, and she did not request her said husband to signify his 
consent in writing that she might charge her separate estate, and he had 
no authority from her to do so. She denies that the consideration of 
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said alleged paper-writing was the shipping of any merchandise by plain- 
tiffs to her. She denies, again, that her husband, J. M. Gray, owned 
or had any interest in her said mercantile business. She denies that she 
is indebted to plaintiffs in any sum in law, or that her separate estate, 
if any, is liable to be charged with the payment of any alleged indebted- 
ness to plaintiffs. | . | 
THIRD CAUSE OF AOTION. 


1. That she admits that she is a feme covert and the wife of J. M. 
Gray. She admits that she conducts a small mercantile business in the 
town of Washington on Main Street as described and owns the small 
stock of merchandise therein, and if such be deemed a separate estate, 
otherwise not; and she admits she is insolvent. 

2. That she admits that she employs her husband, J. M. Gray, as retail 
salesman, but she avers that she controls and directs the business, and 
that she submits that as a feme covert she can legally buy merchandise 

and personal property, and sell the same, with or without the 
( 58) consent of her said husband. 
3. That sections 3, 4 and 5 are denied. 


FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION. 


1, That sections 1, 2, 3 and 4 are denied. 

For a further defense this defendant says: 

1. That for several years prior to 1893 she had purchased merchandise 
from plaintiffs, that plaintiffs well knew that she was a married woman, 
and also her legal disability as such. 

2. That she denies that she ever executed any executory contract or 
promissory note to plaintiffs by and with the written consent of her 
husband, or that she ever authorized her husband to do so in her name; 
‘and she avers that she never at any time requested her said husband to 
give his written consent thereto, and if it was attempted to be done it 
was without her knowledge or consent or ratification. 

3. That, if the defendant had any separate estate in the way of a 
stock of merchandise, as alleged, in the year 1893, she has not the identi- 
cal separate estate at this time, the same having been disposed of in the 
course of trade. That she denies that the purchase of merchandise, as 
alleged, was for the benefit of her separate estate. 

The motion for a receiver was declined, and plaintiffs excepted and 
appealed to the Supreme Court. 


W. B. Rodman for plaintiffs. 
J. H. Small and Shepherd & Busbee for defendants. 
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Forcuss, J. This is an action of Witz, Biedler & Co. against J. M. 
Gray and S. A. Gray, husband and wife, to recover $735.85 for goods 
sold to defendants, for which note, marked Exhibit A, was afterwards 
given to plaintiffs, and is brought to this Court upon a motion 
for a receiver before Brown, J., which was refused, and plaintiffs ( 54 ) 
appealed. : 

This motion is made then in aid of the main relief demanded, and to 
entitle plaintiffs to this relief, they must allege and show that they are 
entitled to the main relief, that is, that they are entitled to recover a per- 
sonal judgment against S. A. Gray, if she were a feme sole. And then 
- they must show their equity to entitle them to this ancillary relief in aid 
of their main relief. 

Plaintiffs cannot have this ancillary relief under the first count in 
their complaint, for the reason that they have failed to name and de- 
scribe any separate estate as belonging to the feme defendant. Jones v. 
Crorgmiles, 114 N. C., 613. 

Plaintiffs cannot have this relief under the second count in their com- 
plaint for the same reason assigned above (Jones v. Craigmiles, supra), 
and for the further reason that in this count they allege that they sold 
the goods to J. M. Gray and that he is their debtor, and not 8. A. Gray, 
the wife. | 

Nor can plaintiffs have this relief under the fourth count in their com- — 
plaint, for the reasons given why they are not entitled to relief under 
the first count (Jones v. Craigmiles, supra), and for the further reason 
that if they are entitled to recover on this count in their complaint, it 
would be upon the grounds of fraud practiced on plaintiffs by defend- 
ants in the purchase of the goods shipped to them, and that the title 
never vested in defendants, but is still in plaintiffs. But it is not alleged 
that the goods now in the store of defendants are the same shipped to 
them in 1893, which it would be necessary to allege and show to entitle 
plaintiffs to their motion under this count. In fact it was conceded by 
the learned counsel for plaintifis that they were not entitled to this 
motion under either of these three counts; but he insisted that he 
is entitled to have a receiver appointed on the third count in his (55 ) 
complaint. And this brings us to one of the questions to be con- 
sidered and determined in this appeal. And we are of the opinion that 
plaintiffs are not entitled to a receiver under this count. We have said 
that plaintiffs are not entitled to have this ancillary relief unless they 
are entitled to the main relief demanded in their complaint; that is, 
unless they are entitled to a personal judgment against Mrs. Gray, were 
she a feme sole. It is not alleged that Mrs. Gray signed the note de- 
clared on, but that J. M. Gray, the husband, signed the note, and that 
he was the agent of his wife and as such agent was authorized to do so. 

37 


N.C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 


| 


Witz v. GRAY. 


The allegation of the complaint that plaintiffs insist constituted the 
husband the agent of his wife and authorized him to execute the note 
sued on, marked Exhibit A, is as follows: “That J. M. Gray, her 
husband, is the active business manager of the said business and the same 
is carried on with his consent.” Defendants admit that J. M. Gray is the 
husband of S. A. Gray, and that he is her clerk in said store, selling the 
goods therein, and that he is the general manager of the same, and that 
all this is by the wife’s consent. But defendants deny that J. M. Gray 
was the agent of S. A. Gray to sign said note, and Mrs. Gray denies that 
she had any knowledge of the fact that her husband had given such a 
note, or that she has in any way ratified the same; that her husband in 
signing said note acted without any authority from her to do so, and 
without her knowledge or consent. 

This presents the question as to the validity of the note, and involves 
the question of principal and agent. It was admitted on the argument 
that a husband may be the agent of his wife; and it is admitted in the 
answer of defendant that J. M. Gray is the clerk and general manager 
of his wife’s store, and in these respects may be considered her agent. 

But did this make him her agent to sign her name to a promissory 
(56) note, such as Exhibit A, for goods bought sometime before, with- 

out her knowledge or consent? An agent to bind his principal 
must act within the scope of the power given by the principal. He may 
be an agent for one or several things, and no agent for many other 
things. “An agent authorized to attend to and manage a grocery store, 
a mere clerk employed in a merchant’s store, has no implied power to | 
bind his principal by the execution of negotiable paper.” Meacham 
on Agency, sec. 391, p. 235. “An agent, authorized to buy goods and 
pay for them, is not thereby authorized to draw, accept or indorse nego- 
tiable paper, must see to 1t that his authority is adequate, and both 
they and the agent must keep strictly within the hmits fixed to the 
agent’s authority, or the pre will not be bound.” Meacham, supra, 
see 393, p. 286. 

It therefore seems to us that di execution of the note sued on by 
J. M. Gray was outside of his agency and in excess of any authority 
alleged or shown by plaintiffs. And if the defendant 8. A. Gray was.a 
single woman, plaintiffs would not be entitled to a personal judgment 
against her on said note; and plaintiffs are certainly not entitled to more 
than they would be if ae were unmarried. 

We are of opinion that plaintiffs have failed to establish their main 
relief—the right to a personal judgment on this note against Mrs. Gray, 
if she were a single woman; and that being so, they cannot have the 
ancillary relief asked in this motion in aid of a relief they are not en- 
titled to. 


Plaintiffs’ counsel contended it would be a great hardship to his 
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cients to deny them this relief. If this were true, it would not authorize 
the Court to grant the order unless plaintiffs had made a case entitling 
them to the relief sought under the law and practice of the 
courts. But the Court fails to see the great hardship complained ( 57 ) 
of, and we do not mean to say by this that plaintiffs should not 

have pay for their goods. But it does not appear that there was any 
fraud practiced on plaintiffs. They knew Mrs. Gray was a married 
woman, and it is not alleged that she or her husband represented her as 
a free trader; in fact, the knowledge that she was a married woman, 
doing business in her name, and her husband acting the part of a clerk, 
would have been sufficient to put the most prudent business men on 
guard. But the plaintiffs, knowing all these facts, sold her their goods 
(probably at a very good profit), took the chances, and are now having 
trouble to collect their money, as most business men would have expected; 
and, though costly, it may be a valuable lesson. There is no error in the 
judgment appealed from. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Bazemore v. Mountain, 121 N. C., 61; Bank v. Drug Co., 152 
'N. C., 146; Stout v. Perry, tb., 318. 


(58 ) 


H. B. PEEBLES v. JAMES D. BOONE et At. 


Superior Court Clerk—Duty of to Successor in O ffice—Misjoinder of 
Causes of Action, What is Not. 


1. The right of a clerk of the Superior Court to bring an action against his 
predecessor on the latter’s official bond to recover the records, monéys, 
etc., in his hands, does not rest on any injury done to the plaintiff. but 
on the ground that the law (section 81 of The Code) requires that each 
successive clerk shall receive from his predecessor all the records, moneys, 
and property of his office. 


2. Section 1888 of The Code is not repugnant to the provisions of section 81, 
but only gives an additional remedy for the benefit of individuals who 
have cause of complaint against an unfaithful clerk of the Superior Court. 


3. A person duly elected clerk of the Superior Court by the people needs no 
order from any person or authority to demand from his predecessor the 
property of all kinds belonging to the office, nor is it necessary for a 
retiring Superior Court clerk to be ordered to pay over to his successor, 
whether elected or appointed, the funds, ete., of the office. 


4, There is no misjoinder of causes of action where, in a suit by a clerk of a 
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Superior Court against his predecessor to recover the funds of the office, 
the complaint alleges separate and distinct causes of action for the benefit 
of separate and distinct persons or classes of persons. 


Action heard before Armfield, J., on complaint and demurrer, at 
August Term, 1894, of NorrHamrton. 

His Honor overruled the demurrer on all the grounds specified and de- 
fendants appealed. The facts are stated in the opinion of Associate 
Justice Montgomery. | 


R. B. Peebles for plaintrff. 
B.S. Gay for defendants. 


Monreomery, J. James D. Boone, having been clerk of the Superior 
Court of Northampton County, resigned his said office about 7 December, 
1883. On the next day the judge of the district appointed H. B. Peebles 
Boone’s successor for the unexpired term, ending first Monday of 
December, 1886, Peebles on the day of his appointment giving bond 
according to law and entering upon the discharge of his duties as clerk 
aforesaid. Peebles at once, after qualification as clerk, demanded of 
Boone that he pay over to him all moneys which the said Boone held by 
virtue or under color of his office, and all other effects which went into: 
his hands as such clerk. Boone refused to do so. Peebles as relator of 
the State brought this action in the Superior Court of Northampton 
County against Boone and the sureties on his official bonds, the com- 

plaint alleging breaches of the bonds, charging that the said 
(59) Boone as clerk had received from his predecessor in office, upon 

his retirement, large sums of money belonging to different persons 
(naming them), and bonds and notes for large amounts payable to his 
predecessor in office, and his successors and to different individuals, and 
had neglected to collect a great deal of money which he ought to have 
collected. Since the commencement of this action the term of the office 
of Peebles has expired, and J. F. Buxton has been elected clerk of the 
Superior Court of Northampton County and has been made party plain- 
tiff in this case in the place of Peebles. An account against Boone is 
asked for as to the matters set out in the complaint. The defendants 
demurred to the complaint and assigned six special grounds therefor. 
His Honor overruled all the grounds of demurrer and allowed the de- 
fendants to answer over, from which judgment the defendants appealed. 

The first ground is, “that the complaint fails to show that the relator 
of the plaintiff has been damaged or injured by the failure of the de- 
fendant J. B. Boone to collect or pay over the amounts mentioned in 
sections six, seven, nine, ten and twelve of the complaint to said relator.” 
These sections, six, seven, nine, ten and twelve of the complaint, contain 
the charges of the defendants having received large amounts of money, 
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valuable bonds, and neglecting to collect others that were collectible. 
Injury to the incoming clerk, Peebles, had nothing to do with the right 
of that officer through the State to bring this suit. Section 81 of The 
Code required Peebles, the new clerk, immediately after giving bond and 
qualification, to receive from the late clerk, the defendant, all the 
records, books, papers, moneys and property of his office; and this same 
section provides that if any (late) clerk shall refuse or fail within a 
reasonable time after demand to deliver to the clerk said things 
demanded of him, he shall be liable on his official bond for the ( 60 ) 
value thereof. The right of the clerk, Peebles, to bring this action 
therefore does not rest on any injury done to him, but on the ground that 
the law requires that each successive clerk shall receive from the retiring 
clerk all the records, books, papers, moneys and property of his office, 
in order that the business of the clerk of the Superior Court may be 
conducted intelligently, systematically and economically. Section 1883 
of The Code, to which our attention was particularly directed by the 
attorney of the defendant, is only an additional remedy for the benefit 
of individuals who think they have suffered at the hands of unfaithful 
clerks, and is not repugnant to section 81 of The Code. This ground of 
demurrer is overruled. 

The second ground is “that the complaint fails to state a cause of 
action, in that it fails to show that there was any proper order of the 
court requiring the former clerk, N. R. Odom, to pay over the funds 
mentioned in section 6 of the complaint to the defendant James D. 
Boone as clerk of said court.” No such order was necessary in this case. 
Section 14 of chapter 19 of The Revised Code is brought forward into 
The Code, and is section 124 thereof. This section concerns forfeitures 
only in case of the refusal of the clerk to do what is required to be done 
in section 81 of The Code. Its proper construction is that former clerks, 
for whatever cause retiring, shall transfer and deliver to their successors 
in office all the things personal which were in their hands upon retire- 
ment from office, under a forfeiture of one thousand dollars; and no 
order from a judge is necessary to compel the former clerk to make this 
transfer to the new clerk. If, however, in vacancies in this office of clerk, 
the judge, before he makes the appointment of a new clerk, sees fit to 
temporarily put some person in charge of the office until the - 
regular appointment is made, it is then in such a case necessary ( 61 ) 
for the new clerk to have an order from the judge, directed to 
the person temporarily in charge of the office, to deliver the possessions 
of the office to the new clerk. A person duly elected clerk of the Supe- 
rior Court by the people needs no order from any power or authority to 
demand from the old clerk the property of all kinds belonging to the 
office, This ground of demurrer is overruled. 
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The third ground is*“that the complaint fails to state a cause of 
action, in that it fails to show that James D. Boone as clerk of said 
court was required by any proper order of said court to pay over said 
funds or any of them to the relator.” For the reasons stated in over- 
ruling the second cause of demurrer, this ground is overruled. 

The fourth ground is “that it fails to state a cause of action, for that 
it fails to show that the relator is the owner or entitled to receive the 
funds.” This is overruled for the reasons given in overruling the first 
ground of demurrer. 

The fifth ground is “that there is a misjoinder of causes of action, for 
that the several causes of action im sections six, seven, nine, ten and 
twelve are improperly. united, the same and each being separate and 
distinct causes of action, and for the benefit of separate and distinct 
persons.” This is ov erruled for the same reasons given in overruling 
the first ground of demurrer. 

The sixth ground is “for that the former clerk, the defendant J. B. 
Boone and his sureties, the other defendants, cannot be sued on the rela- 
tion of his suecessor in office for the causes of action alleged in the com- 
plaint, or any of them.” This is overruled for the reasons set forth in 
overruling the other five grounds of demurrer. 

There are no errors in the rulings of his Honor in overruling 
( 62) the several grounds of demurrer, and the judgment is affirmed. 
The case will be remanded to the Superior Court of Northampton 

to be proceeded in according to law. 

Afirmed. 


Cited: Lacy v: Webb, 130 N. C., 546; Rodwell v. Rowland, 187 
N. ©., 645. | 


B. R. BROWNING v. J. R. PORTER. 


Claim and Delivery—Chattel Mortgage—Inen—Payment of Note by 
Surety—Discharge of Debt and Lien Securing it. 


1. Payment of a note by a surety without having it transferred to a trustee 
for his benefit is a discharge of the debt and an extinguishment of a lien 
by which it was secured; therefore, 


2. Where V.. a surety on a purchase-money note for a horse, retaining title 
and duly recorded, paid it: and did not have it transferred to a trustee 
for his benefit, and the principal debtor, after mortgaging the horse to 
another person, delivered it to V., the mortgagee has a first lien and is 
entitled to possession. 
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CLAIM AND DELIVERY, tried at March Term, 1894, of Hatirax, before 
Graves, J., on an agreed statement of facts as follows: 

“On 19 November, 1887, one P. G. Solomon purchased a bay mare 
_ from W. M. Perkins, Jr., for the sum of one hundred dollars. Said mare 
was named “Sally Morgan,” and in payment therefor he executed his 
note under seal, with one L. Vinson as surety for. said amount, payable 
1 November, 1888, bearing interest at 8 per cent from date. Said note 
retained title to the mare until the whole of the purchase-money was 
paid, and was duly recorded in the office of the register of deeds on 30 
March, 1888, in Book 81, p. 231. 

“On 7 December, 1888, the surety Vinson upon a demand from 
said Perkins, paid Perkins $50, and the same is credited upon ( 63 ) 
the note. 

“Thereafter Perkins transferred the note to C. W. Garrett & Co., and 
on 9 November, 1889, Garrett & Co. transferred the note without 
recourse to Vinson, the surety. Said Solomon paid nothing on the note. 

“Solomon failed to pay Vinson anything whatever on the note, and 
afterwards delivered to him the said mare under said note, retaining 
title, and thereafter he sold the mare to one G. F. Matthews for the sum 
of $45, and Matthews sold her to the defendant for $50, and she 1s now 
in the possession of the defendant. 

“On 6 February, 1889, the said Solomon, to secure certain advances to 
be made to him by the plaintiff to the amount of $80, to be made during 
1889, executed to said plaintiff a hen and chattel mortgage, conveying 
one red cow, one single horse-cart, one bay mare, white face, named 
“Sally Morgan,” valued at $50. No part of said advances has been paid. 
The mortgage was duly recorded on 14 February, 1889, in Book 85, page 
377, in the office of the register of deeds. - 
| “At the time of the execution of said chattel mortgage to the pee 
said Solomon had the possession of the said mare.” 

The court adjudged that the plaintiff recover of the defendant the 
possession of one bay mare, “Sally Morgan,” and in case possession of 
said mare could not be had, then for the sum of $50, with interest from 
27 December, 1893, till paid, and for costs of action. 

From this judgment the defendant appealed. 


S. G. Daniel and McRae & Day for plaintiff. 
No counsel for the defendant. 


Avery, J. When the surety Vinson paid the note in full on ( 64 ) 

. 9 November, 1897, and failed to have it assigned to a trustee for 

his benefit, the debt was discharged. Peebles v. Gay, 115 N. C., 38; 

Lyles v. Rogers, 118 N. C., 197, and authorities there cited. The 

satisfaction of the debt extinguished the vendor’s lien, and the legal es- 
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tate in the horse, at the time in the possession of Solomon, vested in his 
mortgagee, who had then a first lien on it, and, on breach of the condi- 
tion, the right to recover the possession of the horse, as he seeks to do in 
this action. The judgment of the court below is 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Dunn v. Beaman, 126 N. C., 766; Burnett v. Sledge, 129 
N. C., 120. 


C. T. JOHNSON Et at. v. J. T. GOOCH Br AL. 


Will, Construction of—Trust—Payment of Debts—Vesting of Estate— 
Evidence. 

1. Where property was given by a will to a trustee to be held in trust for A., 
free from liability for certain debts owing by the latter to others, but to 
vest in him absolutely in case he should in any manner discharge such 
debts: Held, that such property did not vest unless all of such debts were 
paid in the lifetime of A. 


2. Where the vesting of an absolute estate depended upon the payment of 
certain debts by the devisee, and, in the trial of an issue whether all such 
debts had been paid, a note was produced, signed by him, uncanceled, 
and found among the effects of another decedent: Held, that the produc- 
tion of such note raised the presumption that the note had not been paid, 
and, in such case, it is immaterial when the statute of limitations began 
to run. | 

Aotion tried before Armfield, J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1894, of 
NortTHAMPTON. 

The action was originally commenced by Catherine T. Johnson, 

(65) Camilla A. Johnson and Lula Johnson as plaintiffs, against J. T. 

Gooch as administrator de bonis non, with the will annexed, of 

Virginia A. Johnson as defendant, on 28 August, 1882. W. W. Peebles 

and R. B. Peebles were afterwards made parties defendants in 1883. 

The following issue was submitted to the jury: 

“Were there anténuptial debts of James Johnson subsisting and 
owing at the time of his death?” 

J. T. Gooch, one of the defendants, was introduced as a witness by the 
plaintiffs against the objection of the defendants W. W. Peebles and 
R. B. Peebles. He testified that he was administrator de bonis non, 
with the will annexed, of Virginia A. Johnson, and also administrator 
de bonis non of J. J. Long. Defendants objected. Objections overruled, 
and defendants W. W. and R. B. Peebles excepted. Against the objec- 
tion of the defendants W. W. and R. B. Peebles, this witness stated that 
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he received the note hereafter described from Robert O. Burton, who 
was administrator of Andrew Coniglan, who had been the administrator 
of J. J. Long. Burton said he found the notes among the papers of 
J.J. Long. Defendants W. W. and R. B. Peebles excepted. Said note 
was for $1,490, and under seal, dated 31 July, 1858, payable one day 
after date to Tamlin Avent, and purported to be signed by James John- 
son and J. M. Moody. 

W. H. Hughes was introduced as a aan by the plaintiffs, and 
stated that he knew the signature of James Johnson and the signature ~ 
of J. M. Moody, and that said note of $1,490, payable one day after date, 
and dated 31 July, 1858, was signed by the said James Johnson and 
J. M. Moody. This witness further stated on cross-examination that 
the said J. M. Moody was a man of large estate, and had eight or ten 
thousand acres of land in Northampton County, and a large estate 
in the State of Mississippi. Said note of $1,490 was then offered => 
in evidence by the plaintiffs. W. W. and R. B. Peebles objected. ( 66 ) 
Objection overruled, and said defendants excepted. | 

It was admitted that James Johnson died intestate 16 March, 1876, 
and that he and Virginia A. Johnson were married unto each other 
30 August, 1859. ©. A. and Lula Johnson were the only unmarried 
daughters of Dr. James Johnson at the death of said James and said 
Virginia A. Johnson. The defendants in apt time, and in writing, asked 
his Honor to charge the jury that upon the evidence they should answer 
the issue “No.” His Honor refused this prayer, and the defendants 
W. W. and R. B. Peebles excepted. His Honor charged the jury that 
if they believed the evidence, they should answer the issue “Yes; the 
note for $1,490.” To this instruction the defendants W. W. and R. B. 
Peebles excepted. The jury answered the issue “Yes; the note for 
$1,490.” 


Judgment for plaintiffs according to the record, and the defendants 
W. W. Peebles and R. B. Peebles appealed. 

The defendants assigned the following errors: 

1. For that J. T. Gooch was not a competent witness. 

2. For that such of his evidence as ohieete to above was not com- 
petent. 

3. For that said note of $1,490 was not sounpatent evidence, 

4, For error in refusing the prayer of defendants. 
_ §. For error in charging the jury that if they believed the evidence 
they should answer the issue “Yes; the note of $1,490.” 


T. W. Mason for plainttffs. 
Mchae & Day and R. B. Peebles for defendants. 
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(67) Farrcrory, C. J. The defendants W. W. and R. B. Peebles 

claim the surplus money in the hands of defendant Gooch as 
administrator de bonis non, ¢. t. a., of Virginia A. Johnson by an alleged 
sale of the land devised in said Virginia’s last will and testament, under 
an execution against her husband, James Johnson. The plaintiffs claim 
said surplus money which arose from a sale of said devised lands by a 
proper petition to raise assets to pay debts, and they claim it as devisees 
of Virginia A. Johnson, in whose will are the following clauses: “I 
devise and bequeath my whole estate to Catharine Johnson (the plain- 
tiff), my sister-in-law, in trust to hold and preserve the same from all 
liability to the debts of my husband, J ames Johnson, which were con- 
tracted by him prior to our intermarriage.” 

“Sixthly. In case the said James Johnson should fully pay off or dis- 
charge by any means all and every of the debts contracted by him prior 
to my marriage with him, then and in that case I declare that he shall 
take and receive all my aforesaid estate free and discharged from all 
the trusts in the premises declared, and shall hold the same absolutely 
for his own sole use and benefit.” 

James Johnson died 16 March, 1876, and the note of said Johnson 
was dated 31 July, 1858, which day was prior to said intermarriage. 

The important question presented is whether James Johnson fully 
paid or by any means discharged said note during his lifetime. The 
payment or discharge of this note during the life of James Johnson was 
a condition precedent to the vesting of the title to said lands in James 
Johnson, and it could not vest unless the condition was performed in 
his lifetime. To create a condition, no particular form of words need 
be used, for if a corresponding purpose be read in the will, that purpose 
takes effect. Schouler on Wills, 598. 

The possession of an unindorsed negotiable note or bond raises 
(68) a presumption that the person producing it on the trial is the 
real and rightful owner, and this presumption is not repelled or 
altered by a denial of the defendant in his answer of such ownership. 
Jackson v., Love, 82 N. C., 405. It is prima facie evidence of ownership, 
and nothing short of fraud, not even gross negligence, is sufficient to 
overcome the presumption. Commissioners v. Clark, 94 U. S., 62 (4 
Otto, 278). This is so between the holder and the maker, but not between 
the holder and the payee. Holly v. Holly, 94 N. C., 670. And the 
burden of proof to rebut this presumption is on him who alleges any 
defect in the title, unless proof of fraud or illegality be offered, and 
then the burden of proof is shifted to the holder, and he must show that 
he received it bona fide for value. Pugh v. Grant, 86 N. C., 39. 

This is not an action founded on the note for its eaice ion In the 

course of the trial the question of payment, as before stated, was an inde- 
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pendent and separate fact to be ascertained without any regard to the 
principles of law, such as would apply in an action on the note between — 
the payor and the payee and their representatives, and when the plain- 
tiffs or defendant Gooch, as administrator of V. A. Johnson the devisor, 
on the trial produced said note uncanceled, the presumption of owner- 
ship and that the note had not been paid at once arose, and without other 
proof it was proper and it was the duty of his Honor to instruct the jury 
to find the issue as they did. If the note had been in the possession of 
James Johnson or his representative, the presumption of payment or 
discharge would have been equally strong in favor of the defendants. 

The defendants excepted because the witness Gooch stated that Mr. 
Burton said he found the note among the papers of J. J. Long. This 
exception is without force, because without that statement it was 
the duty of the Sour as enore pointed out, to instruct the jury (69 ) 
to answer the issue “yes” on the Rete on of the note uncan- 
celed. This was so unless the defendants had shown something to avotd 
that conclusion. The statement of Burton’s declaration was not useful 
to the jury and could not have influenced their verdict. It was the 
_ possession of the note uncanceled that entitled the plaintiffs to have the 
issue found in their favor without regard to anything else on this aspect 
of the case. 

The defendants did not offer any evidence of actual payment, but 
relied solely on the presumption of payment from the lapse of time, 
which presumption had not arisen at James Johnson’s death. 

It is therefore immaterial when the statute began to run. We under- 
stood the defendants to abandon their exception to the competency of 
the witness Gooch to testify. There is no error, and the judgment is 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Davison v. Gregory, 182 N. C., 396. 


J. BF. HEATH vy. W. F. LANCASTER, 
Practice—A ppeal—Case on Appeal—Laches. 


Where appellant, after a failure to agree on the case on appeal, does not 
“immediately” request the trial judge to settle the same, but delays for 
several weeks, and in the meantime the judge dies, and’ no excuse is 
shown for the appellant’s laches, the judgment below will be affirmed. 


Morton of plaintiff for writ of certiorari. Affidavits were filed in 
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support of and in opposition to the motion. There was also a motion of 
defendant to affirm the judgment below. | | 


(70) W. W. Clark for plaintiff. 
No counsel contra. 


CrarK, J. The record proper was filed in this Court at the first term 
after the trial below and a certiorari asked for, as the case had not been 
settled by the judge. This was the proper course, and if the appellant 
was not in laches, the certiorari would issue. Owens v. Phelps, 91 N. C., 
253; Pittman v. Kimberly, 92 N. C., 562. In such case, as the trial 
judge (his Honor Judge Graves) has since died, a new trial would be 
ordered. S.v. Parks, 107 N. C., 821; Brendle v. Reese, 115 N. C., 552. 
But in the present case the appellant does not negative laches. It ap- 
pears that after the disagreement about settling the case, the appellant 
did not immediately request the judge to settle the case as required by 
section 550 of The Code, but delayed for several weeks to do so. This 
forfeits his claim to a certiorari for the reasons given in Simmons v. 
Andrews, 106 N. C., 201. An inspection of the record shows no errors 
of which the appellant can complain, and the judgment must be 

Affirmed. 


Cited: McGowan v. Harris, 120 N. C., 140. 


JOHN I. TAYLOR. v. GEORGE W. SIMMONS. 


Practice—Certiorari—F atlure to Settle Case on Appeal—Death of Trial | 
Judge—New Trial. 

Where an appellant in apt time docketed the record proper and applied for a 

certiorari, the case on appeal not having been settled by the trial judge, 


though case and countercase had been duly served, and in the meanwhile 
the judge died, a new trial will be ordered. 


Morton of defendant for a writ of certiorari. 


(71)  W.W. Clark for plaintiff. 


No counsel contra. 


Crarx, J. At the last term of this Court, being the first term of this 
Court after the trial below, the appellant docketed the record proper and 
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ne for a certiorari as the case had not been settled by the judge. 
Pittman v. Kimberly, 92 N. C., 562. By consent the motion was con- 
tinued to this term. It appears that the case and countercase were 
served in time and that the appellant immediately applied to the judge 
to settle the case. The appellant would be entitled to his certiorari, but 
as the trial judge (his Honor Judge Graves) has since died, the Court 
must order a new trial. S.v. Parks, 107 N. C., 821. 
New trial. 7 


- 7 - (72) 
W. H. PARKER v. JAMES A. COGGINS. 


Practice—Appeal—Death of Judge Before Settling Case on Appeal— 
New Trial—Fatlure to Print Record, When Not Laches. 


1. Where an appellant, having failed without laches on his part to get the 
ease on appeal settled, docketed the record proper in this Court in apt 
time at the first term after the trial below, and instead of applying for a 
certiorari agreed with the appellee that the judge should settle the case 

- at a’ subsequent time, and the judge died before the case was so settled, 
- a new trial will be allowed the appellant. 


2. In such case, the only alternative would be the withdrawal by the appellant 
of his case on appeal, or, by the appellee, of his countercase, and the 
hearing of the appeal on the remaining case, as was done respectively in 
Drake v. Connelly, 107 N. C., 468, and in Ridley v. R. R., 928, post. 


38. In such case, it was not laches in the appellant to fail to print the record, 
since the appeal could not have been heard without the case settled, unless 
the appellee had given proper notice to the appellant that he would with- 
draw his countercase and have the appeal heard on appellant’s case. 


R. B. Peebles for plaintsff. 
T. W. Mason for is 


CraARK, 7 At tite eall of the district to en this case belongs, in 
October of last term, being the first term of this Court which began after 
the trial below, the appellant had docketed the record proper. It also 
appears that the lack of a “case settled on appeal” was without laches on 
appellant’s part, the appellant’s case and the countercase having been 
served in due time and the judge promptly notified so that he might 
name a time and place for settlement. Regularly, a certiorari should 
then have been asked for, but it was rendered unnecessary by the agree- 
ment of counsel in writing that the case on appeal should be settled by 
the judge at Vance Court, which time was afterwards, by another agree- 
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ment of counsel, which is admitted, continued to Nash Court, which 
began 19 November. The judge (Graves) died during the second week 
of the time allotted by law for said court, during which term, by the 
agreement, the case was to be settled. But if the judge had died after 
said term, an application for a certiorari was at no time necessary, since 
it appears in the affidavit of appellant and is admitted by appellee that 
the judge was unable at any time after the beginning of Nash Court to 
discharge any of his duties on account of his mortal illness. Under 
these circumstances the appellant has used all due diligence. As it is 
impossible now to procure the case to be settled, the plaintiff is entitled 

to a new trial (S. v. Parks, 107 N. C., 821), unless the appellee 
(73) had asked, as in Drake v. Connelly, 107 N. C., 463, to withdraw © 

his countercase and try the appeal on the appellant’s statement 
of case on appeal, or the appellant had asked to withdraw his ease and 
try the appeal on appellee’s countercase. Ridley v. R. R., post, 923. 

It was not laches to fail to print the record, since the appeal could not 
be heard without the case settled, unless the appellee had notified the 
appellant in time that he should withdraw his counterease and ask to 
have the appeal heard upon appellant’s statement of the case on appeal. 

The case must be remanded to the end that there may be a new trial. 

New trial. | 


ISAAC SMITH v. EASTERN BUILDING AND LOAN 
ASSOCIATION OF SYRACUSE. 


Action for Malicious Prosecution—Probable Cause—Burden of Proof— 
Malice. 


1. The discharge of a person arrested on a warrant by a justice of the peace, 
for want of sufficient proof, casts the burden of showing probable cause 
for his arrest upon the person who instigated the criminal proceeding. 


2. Where, in the trial of an action for malicious prosecution, it appeared that 
the defendant had in good faith consulted a lawyer of good standing, who, 
upon a frank and full statement of the alleged facts by one conversant 
with them, advised the prosecution, whereupon the defendant, without 
personal malice, caused the plaintiff to be arrested, it was error in the 
trial judge to instruct the jury that such circumstances constituted prob- 
able cause. The instruction should have been that such circumstances did 
not rebut the prima facie case of plaintiff, but should only be considered 
by the jury as evidence to rebut the implication of malice. 


(74) <Actron for damages for malicious prosecution, tried before 
Brown, J., and a yury, at Fall Term, 1894, of Craven. 
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There was a verdict for the defendant and refusal of a motion for a 
new trial. The plaintiff appealed. The facts and errors complained of 
appear in the opinion of Associate Justice Montgomery. 


W. W. Clark for plainteff. 
M. DeW. Stevenson for defendants. 


‘Montgomery, J. The plaintiff was arrested by the defendants on a 
warrant issued by a justice of the peace which charged him with forgery, 
and upon examination was discharged for want of probable cause. The > 
plaintiff thereupon brought this action against the defendant to recover 
damages for a malicious prosecution of him. Upon the second issue, 
“Was there probable cause for the prosecution?” the court told the Jury 
“that if they believed that L. J. Moore.was a lawyer and counselor of 
good standing, which is not disputed in the argument in this case, and 
Reynolds, the general manager of the defendant, went to Mr. Moore with 
Ward, and then and there Reynolds made a full, clear and frank state- 
ment of the matter, Ward’s statement was taken after careful examina- 
tion by the attorney, and they had reason to place confidence and trust 
in what Ward said and honestly believed it to be true, and that without 
any express malice upon the part of Reynolds towards Smith, but under 
Moore’s advice the warrant was made out upon Ward’s affidavit, that 
would be probable cause; the prima facie case resulting from the dis- 
missal of the warrant would be rebutted, and it would be your duty to 
answer the issue yes.” ‘To this instruction the plaintiff excepted. The ° 
discharge of the plaintiff in the said criminal proceeding against him 
by the defendants made a prima facie case for the plaintiff, he standing 
after his discharge without even a suspicion against him strong 
enough to bind him over to court, and the dismissal by the justice ( 75 ) 
proving a presumption in favor of plaintiff’s innocence. This _ 
being so, the onus of proving the existence of probable cause was thrown 
on the defendants and his Honor should have so instructed the jury. His 
Honor should also have charged the jury that the employment by the - 
defendant of an attorney before the warrant was issued and their follow- 
ing his advice, did not have the effect of rebutting the prima facie case 
of the plaintiff, but that it should be considered by them only as evidence 
to rebut the implication of malice (Davenport v. Lynch, 51 N. C., 545), 
leaving that question, as well as the one of probable cause to be heard on 
all the facts‘and circumstances properly submitted to them. | 

There was error in the instruction complained of, and the plaintiff is 
entitled to a 
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Cited: Jones v. R. R., 181 N. C., 137; RB. RB. v. Hardware Co., 143 
N. C., 58; Thurber v. B. & L. Assn., post, 76; Downing v. Stone, 152 
N. C., 580; Foster v. Davis, 175 N. C., 544; Whisnant v. Price, 1b., 614. 


(76) | 
HENRY THURBER y. EASTERN BUILDING AND LOAN 
ASSOCIATION OF SYRACUSE. 


Action for Malicious Prosecution—Probable Cause—Advice of 
| Counsel—Malice. 


1. In the trial of an action for malicious prosecution, it appeared that the 
plaintiff had been arrested on a charge of forging the owner’s name to a 
transfer of a certificate of stock, and that the only testimony as to the 
alleged forgery was that of the owner of the stock, to the effect that he 
assigned the stock to a third person on his false representations, and that 
the name of the plaintiff, whose name appeared as assignee, was not men- 
tioned, and that he, the owner, did not know that he was transferring the 
stock to him: Held, that an arrest for forgery was not justified by the 
facts testified to. | 


2. That a prosecution for forgery was instituted upon the advice of counsei is 
only evidence to rebut the presumption of malice, and it should be left to 
the jury to find whether malice, which might be inferred from want of 
probable cause, has been rebutted by the other evidence. 


Aotion to recover damages for malicious prosecution, tried before 
Brown, J., and a jury, at the Fall Term, 1894, of Craven. 

Upon an intimation by the court that there was not sufficient evidence 
to go to the jury of the want of probable cause for the prosecution or to 
entitle the plaintiff to recover, the plaintiff submitted to a nonsuit and 
appealed. The facts sufficiently appear in the opinion of Associate 
Justice Clark. 7 


W. W. Clark for plaintcff. 
M. DeW. Stevenson for defendant. 


~OCxrarx, J. The only evidence upon which the plaintiff was arrested 
for forgery was that the plaintiff was assignee of a certificate of stock 
which Latham testified he had assigned to one Smith on the false repre- 
sentations of Smith, and that Thurber’s name was not mentioned and 
he did not know at the time that he was transferring the stock to 
Thurber, though it so appears now on the back of the certificate. This 
was certainly not sufficient to justify a warrant for forgery being sued 
out against Thurber. The warrant was sued out by counsel. acting on 
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behalf of this defendant. That criminal proceeding was instituted on 
such advice of counsel was only evidence to go to the jury to rebut the 
presumption of malice. Davenport v. Lynch, 51 N. C., 545; Smith v. 
B. & L. Association, ante, 73. The court should have left it to the jury 
on the evidence to say whether the malice, which might be inferred from 
the want of probable cause, was rebutted by the other evidence. 

Error. 


Cited: S. ¢., 118 N. C., 180; Fleming v. McPhail, 121 N. C., 183; 
Smith v. Montague, rb., 94. 


| (17) 
BRITISH AND AMERICAN MORTGAGE COMPANY y. LONG Et At, 
Practice—A ppeal—Dismissal—Motion to Reinstate. 


1. Where a motion is made to docket and dismiss an appeal, under Rule 17, 
for failure of the appellant to docket the same, the excuses for such 
failure should then be made. 


2. In the absence of a request from or an agreement with the appellee that 
an appeal should not be docketed, the fact that negotiations were pending 
for a compromise is no good excuse for appellant’s failure to docket the 
appeal, and a motion to reinstate will not be allowed. 


Aecrion heard at May Term, 1894, of Hatirax Superior Court, before 
Graves, J. 

There was judgment for the plaintiff and defendants appealed, but the 
appeal having been dismissed under Rule 17, for failure to docket same, 
a motion to reinstate the appeal was made at September Term, 1894, of 
this Court and continued to this term. | 


R. O. Burton for plaintiff. 
J.B. Batchelor for defendants. 


Crank, J. This is a motion to reinstate the case, which was docketed 
and dismissed by appellee at last term under Rule’17. A motion was 
made at that time by appellants for a certiorari, but it appearing to the 
Court, by affidavit of the clerk below, which was not controverted, that 
the appeal had not been sent up because the clerk had repeatedly de- 
manded his fees for the transcript, which appellants had failed to pay, 
the certiorarz was refused. Bailey v. Brown, 105 N. C., 127; Andrews v. 
Whisnant, 83 N. C., 446; Sanders v. Thompson, 114 N. C., 282. If in 
fact the fees had been tendered, or if there was other good ns it 


53 


IN THE SUPREME COURT ate 


STONEBURNER V. JEFFREYS. 


” 


(78) should have been shown at the time the motion to docket and — 
dismiss was made. Paine v. Cureton, 114 N. C., 606. 

The appellants later, at the same term, moved to reinstate (the 
motion being continued to this term) on the ground that negotiations 
were pending for a compromise when the appeal was dismissed. But, 
in the absence of any request from, or agreement by, appellee that the 
appeal should not be docketed, this was no excuse for a failure to docket 
in proper time. The negotiations could have gone on as well after 
docketing the appeal as before. In fact, however, the correspondence 
between the parties shows that the offer to compromise had been made 
and rejected before the call at last term of the district to which the 
appeal belonged. 

Motion denied. 


Cited: Vivian v. Mitchell, 144 N. C., 475; Hawkins v. Tel. Co., 166 
N. C., 214; Transportation Co. v. Lumber Co., 168 N. C., 61. 


(79) 
J. C. STONEBURNER et AL. v. C. W. JEFFREYS ev AL. . 


Assignment for Benefit of Oreditors—Validity—Fraudulent in Law— 
Power to Replenish Stock. 


1, A deed of assignment for benefit of creditors which directed the trustee, 
with all reasonable diligence, to sell and dispose of the property conveyed, 
including stock of goods, in such manner as he should deem most bene- 
ficial to the interest of all concerned, is not void on its face, because it 
does not in express terms restrict the trustee as to the time or manner of 
disposing of the property. 


2. The insertion in a deed of assignment of a power to replenish a stock of 
goods with money arising from the sales of assigned property, is not proof 
conclusive of a fraudulent intent or purpose to hinder and delay creditors 
when it is manifest from the whole deed that the maker’s purpose and 
design was that the trustee should manage the property for the benefit of 

all and not for ease, benefit, or comfort of the debtor. 


3. A deed of assignment will be declared void in law only where the debtor 
appears in express terms to be providing for his own ease, comfort, or 
benefit, to the possible detriment or delay of his creditors. 


4. Even where prima facie the deed appears to reserve an unconscionable 
benefit or to subject the creditors to unjust hindrance or delay, yet if it 
also appear that the language of the deed is susceptible of explanation 
by evidence aliunde, that will make it consistent with good faith, the issue 
of fraud must be submitted to the jury to determine whether such ex- 
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trinsic evidence is sufficient to rebut the presumption of mala fides raised 
by the deed. 

5. The omission by a copyist in the copy of a deed of assignment of a single 
ereditor’s name and claim, when it was included in the original draft and 

-in the deed as recorded in another county, is not sufficient to shift the 
burden of proof on the issue of fraud, it being, at most, only competent 

as a circumstance to be considered with other evidence tending to show 

bad faith. 


Action to set aside the deed in trust, and tried before Armfield, J., 
and a jury at Fall Term, 1894, of Epgxcompe. 

The plaintiffs offered in evidence the deed of trust; a note admitted 
to be owing to one of the plaintiffs, Carhart & Bros., by the said Jeffreys 
for the sum of $302.00, and not paid and not named in the trust or: 
assignment. The plaintiffs then rested their case, mselug, that the 
trust or assignment was fraudulent in law. 

It was admitted that the preferred debts in the assignment were bona 
fide. The defendants then offered testimony tending to show and prove 
the circumstances under which the deed of trust was made, the purpose 
for which it was made, and that there was no actual fraud intended or 
committed. The plaintiffs objected to the introduction of this testi- 
mony; objection overruled, and plaintiffs excepted. The defendants 
then offered evidence tending to prove that the omission of the debt of 
Carhart & Bros. from the assignment was an accident, as it was 
embraced in the original draft of the assignment, the cireum- ( 80 ) 
stances under which the assignment was made. The defendant 
showed in evidence the original draft of the deed of assignment, contain- 
ing a provision directing the payment out of the assets of any other 
debts that might be owing by the assignor not named therein, upon proof 
of their validity. 

The assignment was executed in duplicate, one being recorded in 
Martin County, containing said provision; the other without the knowl- 
edge of the assignor, and by mistake of the copyist, omitting said pro- 
vision. The duplicate registered in Martin was executed and registered 
first. The assignment included property in Edgecombe and: Martin 
counties; the high business character and capacity of the trustee. No 
goods were purchased by the assignee, nor was the assignor employed as 
a clerk. 

The plaintiff requested the court to instruct the jury as follows: 

1. That the deed of assignment upon its face hinders and delays credi- 
tors and is therefore fraudulent and void, and you are instructed to 
answer the issue “Yes.” 

2. That the authority in said deed to employ servants and clarks to 
replenish by purchases the said stores of merchandise, to pay for me 
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same out of sales and collections, is a delay and hindrance of credi- 
tors and renders the deed of assignment fraudulent and void, and you 
should answer the issue “Yes.” 

8. That the power and authority given the trustee is, in salistanies, 
power and authority to continue the business and ie the deed of 
assignment fraudulent and void. 

4. The court instructs you, if you believe the evidence, that in law the 
deed is fraudulent and void, and that you will answer the issue “Yes.” 

5. The plaintiffs are not required, at all hazards, to prove that 
(81) there was actual fraud, or that the defendant intended fraud at 
the time he made the deed. If the effect of the deed is to hinder, 
delay or embarrass the creditors or any one of them in the pursuit of 
their legal remedies against the defendant debtor to collect their debts, 
though there be no intent to commit fraud, and there was none com- 
mitted, yet in law the deed would be fraudulent and void as against the 
creditors. The question whether in law the effect of the deed is to 
hinder, delay or embarrass the creditors as I have just stated to you, is 
one of law and is to be determined by the court. The court instructs 
you that, if you believe the evidence, the effect of the deed is to defeat, 
hinder and embarrass the creditors in the pursuit of their legal remedies 
against the defendant debtor to collect their debts, and you will find the 
issue in favor of the plaintiffs. 

His Honor charged the jury: 

“That the plaintiffs have offered in evidence the assignment executed 
oy the defendant Jeffreys and recorded in Edgecombe County, and a a note 
for $802 due by Jeffreys and not named in said trust. 

“The defendants have put in evidence the duplicate of the assignment 
recorded in Martin and the original unsigned draft of assignment, and 
the testimony of the defendant Jeffreys, and the evidence of the wit- 
nesses as to the character and business capacity, etc., of defendant 
Staton, trustee, tending to show that same was good and he was compe- 
tent. 

“There are two kinds of fraud: fraud in law and fraud in fact. 


“There is nothing upon the face of this assignment that renders it 
fraudulent in law; if there was, the court would so declare without sub- 
mitting it to the jury. Not being fraudulent in law on its face, the 
court submits the issue to the jury whether it is so as a matter of fact. 

“In the consideration of that question the court charges you 

(82) that the fact that the assignment provides for sales on time is 
evidence of fraud; that the power to replenish the stock is also 
evidence of fraud; and in connection with this may consider any other 
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provision of the assignment tending to raise a suspicion of fraudulent 
Intent in its execution. 

“You will also consider the evidence of the defendant Jeffreys as to 
the circumstances under which he executed the assignment and the 
intent with which it was executed by him, and the evidence as to the 
character of the trustee, which you will consider as evidence tending to 
show the bona fides of the assignment. | 

“And if upon the whole of the evidence you find that the assignment 
was executed with the intent to hinder, delay or defraud his creditors, 
or any one of them, you will answer the issue ‘Yes, but if you find it | 
was not executed with such intent, then you will answer it ‘No.’ ” 

The issue was found by the jury in favor of the defendants, and it 
was ordered and adjudged that the plaintiffs recover judgment against 
the defendant Jeffreys for their several debts, and that said deed of 
assignment is not fraudulent and void, and that the defendant Staton, 
the assignee, is adjudged to recover his costs of the plaintiffs, and go 
without day. From which judgment the plaintiffs appealed. 


John L. Bridgers and Jas. F. Moore for plaintiffs. 
H. G. Connor and H. L. Staton for defendants. 


Avery, J. The contention of the plaintiffs’ counsel upon which he 
mainly rested his argument was that the court below erred in refusing to 
charge the jury that the deed of assignment was fraudulent in law. It 
is like threshing over old straw to draw at length the distinctions between 
an assignment that is void upon its face—one, the language of which 
raises a presumption of fraud, and one of the third class, when, there 
being nothing in the instrument itself to so suggest fraud as to 
demand explanation, the presumption of law in favor of good ( 83 ) 
faith sustains the instrument till proof is offered to rebut it. 
Bobbitt v. Rodwell, 105 N. C., 236; Woodruff v. Bowles, 104 N. C., 197; 
Brown v. Mitchell, 102 N. C., 368. It was insisted the deed should be 
declared void upon its face, first, because the trustee was not in express 
terms restricted as to the time or manner of disposing of the property 
committed to his care, but was left to “sell and dispose of the same in 
such manner as he may deem most beneficial to the interests of all con- 
cerned.” Where the deed is silent as to the manner or terms of sale, the 
law presumes until the contrary appears that the fiduciary will act in 
good faith, will be guided by the paramount desire to promote and pro- 
tect the interests of the creditors, and with that end in view will exercise 
his best judgment in determining whether it is advisable to sell publicly 
or privately or to extend or withhold credit. Bobbitt v. Rodwell, SUPT A. 

The language.of the instrument which gives rise to the contention of 
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the plaintiff can be most safely construed by considering the connection 
in which it is used, and by giving weight to every word or clause that - 
may qualify or explain it. The words upon which the plaintiff relies to 
sustain his view of the meaning and proper construction of the assign- 
ment will be found embodied in the following paragraph of it: “In 
special trust nevertheless, and to and for the uses, interest and purposes 
following, viz.: that the said party of the second part shall at once take 
possession of the property hereby assigned, and with all reasonable dili- 
gence sell and dispose of the same in such manner as he may deem most 
beneficial to the interest of all concerned and convert the same into 
money, and shall also with all convenient speed collect, get in and 

recover all the said debts, dues, bills, bonds, judgments, mort- 

(84) gages, claims and demands hereby aesieued, and with the pro- 

ceeds of said sales and collections, that the said party of the 
second part shall first pay all just and reasonable expenses, costs and 
charges attending the drawing and due execution of this instrument, all 
legal and clerical services which the execution of the same may require, 
and the carrying into effect the trust hereby created; and to this end 
the party of the second part shall have authority to employ such clerks 
and servants as may be required to replenish by purchase the said stocks 
of merchandise, to pay for the same out of the said sales and collections, 
if the party of the second part shall deem such to be for the best interest 
of the creditors herein,” ete. 

The next question presented in the well considered and exhaustive 
argument of counsel was, whether the insertion in a deed of assignment 
of the power to replenish a stock of goods with the money arising from 
the sales of the property conveyed, is proof conclusive of a fraudulent 
intent, or, what is equivalent, of a plain purpose to hinder or delay the 
creditors in the collection of their claims. Authority is given to the 
trustee to employ clerks and servants, and to replenish by purchase, etc. 
‘(if he “shall deem such to be for the best interest of the creditors 
herein”), the stock of goods, and this grant of power is preceded by the 
qualification that it is to be exercised with a certain end in view (“and to 
this end”). Looking to the language that precedes these words, for an 
interpretation of their meaning, it 1s manifest that the maker of. the 
deed has given expression not to a purpose or desire that the trustee 
should manage the property for the benefit, ease or comfort of the 
debtor, but to the wish and direction that the trust should be executed 
for fhe benefit of all, for whom the trustee should act as fiduciary, by 
selling the property in the way best calculated to promoie their interests, 

and collecting aud disbursing the proceeds of sale as speedily as 

(85) possible. Such deeds have been pronounced void in law only 
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where the debtor appeared in express terms to be providing for his 
own ease, comfort or benefit to the possible detriment or delay of 
creditors. And even where prima facie the deed must be construed as 
reserving to the debtor some unconscionable benefit or as subjecting the 
creditor to some unjust hindrance or delay, 1f it appear upon the face 
of the instrument that the language of the deed is susceptible of such 
explanation, by evidence alewnde, as will make it consistent with good 
faith, it is held that the issue of fraud must be submitted to the jury to 
determine whether such extrinsic testimony as may be offered is sufficient 
to rebut the presumption of mala fides raised by the deed. Hardy v. 
Skinner, 31 N. C., 191; Cannon v. Peebles, 24 N. C., 449; Young v. 
Booe, 33 N. C., 347. The instruction asked by the plaintiff did not 
suggest the question whether the deed was prima facie fraudulent, but 
we are of opinion that upon its face there is nothing to destroy the 
usual intendment in favor of honesty in its execution. We can conceive 
of many cases in which it might be advisable, and in some in which it 
would be essential in order to achieve the best results in the disposition 
of the trust property to make new purchases. The maintenance of some- 
thing like a full stock of merchandise must tend sometimes to hold the 
trade of customers, while it may often become essential to the fulfillment 
of contracts to supply farmers, who have given agricultural liens to the 
assignor, that the trustee should keep a supply of such articles as the 
trustor had agreed to furnish. Burwell on Assignment, sec. 182, p. 242; 
De Woffe v. Mining Co., 49 Conn., 282, 326. The grant of powers to a 
trustee, which, if exercised honestly and with good judgment, must often 
prove a boon both to creditor and debtor, is neither fraudulent 
per se nor does it raise a presumption which shifts the onus of ( 86 ) 
sustaining the deed on the maker. Where there is evidence of 
the incompetency or dishonesty of the trustee or of injury caused by his 
negligence, the remedy, as suggested in Bobbitt v. Rodwell, supra, is an 
application to the court for his removal. Not only is there no sufficient 
internal evidence of bad faith to raise even a presumption against the 
validity of the instrument, but it is somewhat exceptional in that the 
assignor appears to have turned over all his property, reserving nei- 
ther homestead nor personal property exemptions, which he might law- 
fully have done. Egerton v. Smith, 98 N. C., 207; Adams v. Smith, 
supra, Bobbitt v. Rodwell, supra. | 

The omission by the copyist of the claim of a single creditor in the 
copy of the deed registered in Edgecombe County falls far short of 
sufficiency ¢o shift the burden of proof on the issue of fraud. At most 
it was only competent as a circumstance to be considered with other 
evidence tending to show bad faith. The burden of proof is sometimes 
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shifted in the progress of the trial, but it is only by the introduction of 
testimony which the law has declared to be prima facte proof of fraud 
but which may be rebutted by evidence deemed by the jury sufficient to 
explain such suspicious circumstances and thereby overcome the arti- 
ficial weight that the law has attached to them as evidence. M cLeod v. 
Bullard, 84 N. C., 515; Lee v. Pearce, 68 N. C., 77. 

The issue of fraud was properly submitted to the jury. To have pur- 
sued any other course would have been an invasion of the province of 
the jury. Beasley v. Bray, 98 N. C., 266. There was no error, and the 
judgment is 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Bank v. Gilmer, post, 704; Redmond v. Chandley, 119 N. C., 
579; Commission Co. v. Porter, 122 N. C., 697. 


( 87 ) 
J. W. RIGGAN y. PATTI A, SLEDGE. 


Practice—A ppeal—Case on Appeal—Application to Amend—A ffiidavit 
—Mortgage Alleged to Have Been Procured oy aici a 
on by Mortgagor. 

. Where an affidavit in an application to this Court for leave to apply to the 
trial judge to amend the case on appeal by including evidence alleged to 
have been omitted therefrom, merely states the belief of the appellant that 
said judge would make the amendment, but does not set out the grounds 

- for such belief, the application will be denied unless it appears that the 
omission was made by mistake or inadvertence. 


pub 


to 


. In such application it is usual to append the letter of the trial judge, show- 
ing his willingness to amend the case on appeal. 


a) 


..A suggestion that an appellant believes that the trial judge will amend the 
case is not sufficient to justify a continuance in order that a letter may 
be procured from the iuuee: especially when pcs has had ample time 
to procure it. 


ye 


. Where, in an action for the possession of land sold under mortgage and 
bought by the mortgagee, the defense was that the mortgage was void for 
the reason that its execution by the owner was procured through the 
fraud and deceit of her husband, it was not error to refuse to charge that 
if the defendant was ignorant of the contents of the mortgage, and was 
induced to sign the same by the fraud and deceit of her husband, then the 
said mortgage was void, for such instruction omits any reference to the 
participation in such alleged fraud by the mortgagor. 


_ Montcomery, J., having been of counsel, did not sit on the hearing of this 
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Aotton for the recovery of land, tried Delors Winston, J., and a jury, 
at Fall Term, 1894, of Warren. 


C. A. Cook for plaintiff. ( 92 ) 
M. H. Palmer for defendant. | 


Crarx, J. The appellant avers in the affidavit an omission of the 
trial judge to include in the case settled by him certain evidence deemed 
material by appellant and further his belief that his Honor will make 
the correction if given an opportunity. | 

It has been repeatedly held by this Court that the application is 
insufficient unless it also sets out the ground of such belief, that the 
Court may judge of its reasonableness. Porter v. R. R., 97 N. C., 63; 
Lowe v. Elliott, 107 N. C., 718, and other cases cited in Clark’s Code 
(2d Ed.), 549. It is usual to append the judge’s letter to that effect to 
the affidavit that the Court may pass upon it. It must also appear that 
the omission complained of was made by mistake or inadvertence. 
Bank v. Bridgers, 114 N. C., 107; 8. v. Sloan, 97 N. C., 107. | 

Nor is a suggestion of this kind sufficient to sustain a motion for a 
continuance in order that the judge may be applied to for such letter. 
The appeal has already been docketed several days and there has cer- 
tainly been ample time since the “case settled” was accessible to ap- 
pellant in which to apply to his Honor for such statement in writing. 
Vigtlantibus, non dormientibus leges subveniunt. 

The defendant requested the judge to charge that if she was ignorant 
of the contents of the two mortgages and was induced to sign the 
same by the fraud and deceit practiced on her by her husband, ( 93 ) 
then said mortages are void and plaintiff cannot recover posses-, 
sion of the land. This omits any reference to the participation in or 
knowledge of such alleged fraud and deceit on the part of the plaintiff, 
and was properly refused. The privy examination is properly certified. 
There is no evidence tending to show that the plaintiff participated in 
or had notice of any fraud or deceit practiced by the husband, if any 
there was, but there was evidence to the contrary and also svidence that 
the mortgages were read over to defendant before being signed by her. 
Indeed, this being a civil case, upon the evidence his Honor might have 
directed the jury to return the verdict on the first issue in favor of the 
plaintiff, as there was no evidence to the contrary. S. v. Riley, 113 
N.C., 648; 8S. v. Shule, 32 N. C., 153. 

- Affirmed. 


Cited: Bank v. Ireland, 122 N. C., 575; Benedict v. Jones, 129 N. C., 
474; Marsh v. Griffin, 1386 N. C., 334; Dasis v. saa 146 N. C., 165; 
Calver! v. Alvey, 152 N. C., 613. — 
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J.T. GAY eT at. v. WM. GRANT, ADMINISTRATOR, ET AL. 


Referee’s Report—Modification Under Order of Superior Court— 
Exception. 

Where this Court remanded a cause with an order that the referee modify 
his report in certain particulars so as to conform to the rulings of this 
Court on appeal, the duties of the referee were simply those of an ac- 
countant instructed to alter and modify the account already stated, and 
not to open the account and take additional testimony; and hence it was 


not necessary for the referee to give notice to the parties of the time and 
place, when and where he would make the corrections ordered to be made. 


(94) &. B. Peebles for plaintiffs. 
Thos. N. Hill and Thos. W. Mason for defendant. 


(100) Monreomery, J., after stating the facts: There was no error 

in his Honor’s overruling each and every one of the plaintiffs’ 
exceptions to the reformed report (2d) of the referee. As to the first 
exception, it was not necessary for the referee to have given any notice 
to any party to the suit as to when or where he intended to make the 
corrections which this Court had instructed him to make, at its Septem- 
ber Term, 1888. The account was not opened for the taking of addi- 
tional testimony. As to the second exception to the report of the referee, 
it is only necessary to say that the plaintifis made no demand for any 
such sums as those therein set forth in their complaint or replication, 
nor did they offer any proof claiming them. They ignored the said 
judgment, and sought and had an account of the administration from 
the beginning. Besides, it appears from the records in the case, Judge 
Shephérd’s judgment of June, 1886, and affirmed by this Court at its 
September Term, 1888 (Gay v. aaa 101 N. C., 206), that these sums 
were not due. As to the third exception to the referee's report, 1t 1s no- 
where. to be met with in the pleadings or evidence. It must have got 
into the exceptions through mistake. No mention of it was made by 
plaintiff’s attorney in his argument before this Court. 

After a comparison of the first report of the referee with that of the 
second or reformed one, it is apparent that the referee has made the 
corrections which he was instructed to make by this Court, and that it is 
in all respects proper and in conformity with the ruling of this Court 
in this case reported in 101 N. C., 206. The second assignment of error 

is without force. The case was remanded by this Court at its 

(101) September Term, 1888, with an order that the referee be in- 

structed to modify the account which he had filed with his report, 

in accordance with the opinion of this Court. No additional testimony 

was asked to be taken by the plaintiffs and none ordered by the Court. 
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The duties imposed upon the referee were simply those of an accountant 
instructed to alter and modify, in certain stated particulars, an account 
already stated, and to make it conform to the rulings of this Court in 
certain specified items. It was in no sense a new trial of the whole 
matter, and the referee properly rejected the offer to take other testi- 
mony. 

Tt is to be observed that if the matters, which the plaintiffs complain 
they were not allowed to make proof of were material and pertinent, 
they have themselves to blame for not putting them in evidence in the 
original taking of proof by the referee, because the plaintiffs admit that 
“said evidence could have been procured and used before the referee on 
the original hearing.” The third assignment of error is not sustained. 
We think the judgment of his Honor, Judge Whitaker, was correct, and 
in conformity to the ruling of this Court, made at its September Térm, 
1888, in this case. There is no error in the judgment of the court below 
aud the same is 


Affirmed, 


Ae (102) 
ISAAC H. SMITH y. EASTERN BUILDING AND LOAN 
ASSOCIATION OF SYRACUSE. 


Action for Breach of Contract—Pleading and Proof—Variance. 


1. A recovery cannot be had on the allegation of one cause of action and the 
proof of another, for the reason that the defendant, however diligent, 
cannot prepare his defense to meet surprises. 


2. Plaintiff brought action on a contract whereby he agreed to act as agent 
of a building and loan association and to pay his own expenses, in con- 
sideration of being paid commissions for stock sold by him with renewal 
interest in monthly installments, alleging certain amounts to be due him 
on each, and alleged a wrongful repudiation of the contract by defendant. 
The defendant pleaded payment of the amounts earned on the renewal 
interest, and on the trial plaintiff abandoned his claim as to the commis- 
sions and as to the breach of contract: Held, that plaintiff cannot recover 
the expenses incurred by him in behalf of defendant in rendering the 
services under the contract, that cause of action not having been pleaded. 


Action tried before Brown, J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1894, of 
CRAVEN. 


W. W. Clark for nlaintiff | (109) 
M. DeW. Stevenson and W. 8. Pearson for defendant. | 


Avery, J. It is a well settled legal principle, repeatedly recognized 
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by this Court, that a recovery cannot be had upon proof without corres- 
ponding allegations. McLaurin v. Cronly, 90 N. C., 50; Abernathy v. 
Seagle, 98 N. C., 553; Greer v. Herren, 99 N. C., 492. The plaintiff in 
the progress of the trial abandoned his second cause of action entirely, 

as well as that founded on the breach of contract alleged in 
(110) sections 5 and 6, and the repudiation of it declared upon in the 

11th section. of his first cause of action, while the defendant con- 
ceded the justice of the demand embodied in sections 7 and 8, but pleaded 
and offered evidence to prove payment in full of that claim. After eras- 
ing all that is no longer insisted upon, there is no other allegation upon 
which a recovery can be asked, unless it be in the general averment con- 
tained in the third section of the complaint, construed in connection with 
the contract, a copy of which was filed as an exhibit. After abandoning 
the ‘claims of two dollars per share on paid-up stock and of 95 per cent 
on membership fees, and after his demand of 114 per cent on monthly 
installments paid upon stock had been admitted, the plaintiff was 
allowed to testify, the defendant objecting, that “from December, 1891, 
to December, 1892,” he had “spent $5,000 out of his own pocket in and 
about work for the association.” 

Was he entitled to recover back from the defendant any part or all 
the money expended, as designated by him, in the face of the fact that the 
two demands abandoned and that conceded to him in the answer, were 
by express stipulations of the contract to be paid, if at all, in considera- 
tion of duties performed, or caused to be performed by said second 
party, at his own cost or expense? If it were possible to maintain’ an 
action founded upon the alleged expenditure in the conduct of the busi- 
ness, because in furtherance of the purposes in contemplation of the 
parties in entering into the written agreement, the defendant would be 
entitled to a more definite understanding of what he proposed to prove 
than can be gathered from the portions of the complaint left intact, or 
all of it probably with the exhibit added. | 

But the contract is one involving mutual considerations,—that on the 

part of the plaintiff to do certain things at his own expense, and 
(111) that on the part of the defendant to pay him at a given rate for 

certain services if performed. Now that plaintiff, by abandoning 
his grounds of action, has admitted his inability to prove that he per- 
formed two kinds of service, for which he was to receive payment, and 
the defendant has conceded his remaining elaim, it would be manifestly 
wrong to allow him to recover in consideration of working at his own 
expense for the only service rendered, and then to permit him to recover 
back the consideration on his part. The case bears no analogy to that 
class of cases where a plaintiff is held te have declared in his complaint 
both upon a special contract and a quantum meruit or a quantum valebat 
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(though often inartificially drawn) and afterwards directs his proof to 
the second ground of action only. Here the plaintiff declares upon the 
stipulations of the defendant, makes good his claim to have performed 
one of them, and then demands under a general count the repayment of 
the consideration in money paid by him in the performance of what he 
had engaged in the written instrument to do. 

A plaintiff is not allowed to declare on one cause of action and prove 
another, because if such variances are tolerated, however diligent the 
defendant may be, he cannot so prepare his defense as to meet surprises. 
Willis v. Branch, 94 N. C., 142; Conly v. R. R., 109 N. C., 692. For 
the reasons given we think there was 

No error. 


Cited: Roberson v. Morgan, 118 N. C., 994: Christmas v. Haywood, 
119 N. C., 184; Harris v. Quarry Co., 1381 N. C., 555; Foster v. Davis, 
175 N. C©., 544. 


(112) 


THOMSON-HOUSTON ELECTRIC LIGHT COMPANY v. HENDERSON 
ELECTRIC LIGHT COMPANY. ° 


Corporation—Creditor and Debtor—Trust Fund—Hquitable Relief— 
Counterclaim—Heceptions Filed After Adjournment of Court. 


1. As between itself and its creditors, a corporation is simply a debtor, and 
the relation of trustee and cestui que trust does not exist so as to create 
a lien upon the assets of the corporation in favor of the ereditor in any 
other sense than applies to an individual debtor; therefore, 


2. A creditor has no equitable title to assets of a corporation, whether solvent 
or insolvent, in the hands of its treasurer, and the courts will not interfere 
with their equitable jurisdiction to enforce the payment of a judgment in 
favor of the creditor against the corporation. 


3. A counterclaim embracing a transaction not connected with the subject of 
the action and with which the plaintiffs had no connection, but which was 
for an alleged tort against parties other than the plaintiff, was properly 
disallowed. 


4, Exceptions to the findings of fact by the trial judge, filed after the adjourn- 
ment of the court for the term, will not be entertained. 


Action heard at May Term, 1894, of Vanes, before Battle, J., on 
the report of referees. 

The action was instituted to recover of the defendant corporation the 
sum of $2,006.30, and interest, for goods sold and delivered, and the 
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directors and stockholders of the defendant corporation were made 
parties to obtain injunctive relief against the threatened conversion of 
the assets, and to enable plaintiff to follow the fund if converted. 


(119) 7. T. Hicks and T. M. Pittman for ea 
J. W. Hinsdale for defendants. 


Monreomsry, J. The theory upon which the plaintiffs, in their com- 
plaint, seek equitable relief, rests upon the idea that the directors of the 
defendant corporation are trustees, in the most comprehensive sense, for 
them, that the assets of the corporation are a trust fund in the hands of 
the directors for their benefit, and that therefore in this action they can 
have an order against the defendant Burgwyn for a payment into court 
of funds in his hands as treasurer, to be applied to such judgment as 
the plaintiffs may recover against the defendant corporation. The argu- 
ment of Mr. Hicks for the plaintiffs was able and ingenious, but it failed 
to satisfy us of the correctness of the plaintifi’s position. The relation 
between a creditor and a corporation, solvent or insolvent, is simply that 
of creditor and debtor, and where the law-writers and the courts have 
used the words “trust fund” in connection with the assets of an insolvent 
corporation, it has not been intended to mean that there is a direct and 
express trust attached to the property. The assets are not in any true 
and complete sense trusts. 1 Pomeroy Eq. Jur., sec. 1046. In Hill v, 
' Lumber Co., 113 N. C., 178, this Court decided that a director of the 
insolvent defendant corporation, who was also a creditor, could not take 
advantage of the information which he had of the affairs of the corpora~ 
tion to protect himself by a judgment confessed by the corporation in 
his favor to the injury of other creditors who did not have the same 
means of information; and that the assets of the corporation were a trust 

fund, and that general creditors were entitled to come in on equal 
(120) terms with directors who were bona fide creditors. It is true, 

too, that in that case the Court used the word “lien” in reference 
to the claims of creditors upon the assets of the company, but the word 
was afterwards explained in Bank v. Cotton Mills, 115 N. C., 507, to 
mean simply a right of priority of payment over stockholders of the 
corporation, It did not undertake to decide that these priorities were 
such a trust as attached to the property and placed the right thereto in 
the creditors. In Hollers v. Brierfield, 150 U. S., 871, these words are 
used: “A party may deal with a corporation in respect to its property 
in the same manner as with an individual owner and with no greater 
danger of being held to have received into his possession property bur- 
dened with a trust or lien. The officers of a corporation act in a 
fiduciary capacity in respect to its property in their hands, and may be 
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called to an account for fraud or mismanagement in respect thereto. 
As between itself and its creditors, the corporation 1s simply a debtor 
and does not hold its property in trust or subject to a lien in their favor 
in any other sense than does an individual debtor. The assets of such a 
corporation (an insolvent bank) are a fund for the payment of its debts. 
If they are held by the corporation itself and so invested as to be sub- 
ject to legal process, they may be levied on by such process.” Curram v. 
Arkansas, 15 How., 304. So it appears from the authorities that the 
plaintiffs have no equitable title to the assets of the corporation in the 
hands of Burgwyn, the treasurer of the defendant company. The rela- 
tions of trustee and cestuts que trust between him and the creditors, for 
the purposes of this action, do not exist, and the plaintiffs cannot invoke 
the aid of the court, in its equitable jurisdiction, to enforce the pay- 
ment of the judgment recovered against the defendant in this action by 
an order of the court, on pain of attachment for contempt. In | . 
Daniel v. Owen, 72 N. C., 340, where the relation of trustee and (121) 
cestut que trust did not exist, the court below made an order that 

the judgment debtor should pay into court on a certain day the amount 
of the judgment. This Court held that the order was void because of 
the want of power to make it. In that case the Court said: “Under the 
old equity system the chancellor had power to order one who held the 
legal title in trust for another to execute a deed. So he had power to 
order a defendant who held a fund in trust, whether it consisted of 
bonds or money, to pay ‘the funds’ into court to the end that the fund 
should be put under the protection of the court. This power the court 
still has under the new system in all cases where there is the relation of 
trustee and cestuz que trust, and the land or the fund is in contemplation 
of a court of equity the property of the plaintiff in an action brought 
to enforce the equity, and an order made for the execution of a deed on 
the payment of the fund into court, is a lawful order within the mean- 
ing of Battle’s Revisal, ch. 24, sec. 1, subdivision 4.” Code, sec. 648, 
subdivision 4. 

The judge below properly overruled the second conclusion of law of 
the referee allowing the counterclaim of the defendants set up in their 
amended answer. Upon the facts found by the referee the defendant, as 
a matter of law, was not entitled to it. According to the referee’s find- 
ing, the counterclaim crobraced # veassaetion not connected with the 
subject of the action, the plaintiff had no connection with it, nor ever 
had, and it was for a tort against other persons than the plaintiffs. 

All of the exceptions filed by the defendants to the findings of fact 
by his Honor were filed too late. They were not put in until after the 
court had adjourned for the term. Battle v. Mayo, 102 N. C., 418; 
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(122) Lowe v. Elliott, 107 N. C., 718. The judgment of the court below 
is afirmed, except that part of it which adjudges “that the said 
W. H. S. Burgwyn, treasurer, be and he is hereby ordered and 
directed to satisfy the plaintifi’s said recovery and the costs by paying 
the same out of the said assets.” The plaintiffs may however at once 
examine, as under the chapter of The Code entitled Proceedings Supple- 
mentary to the Execution, W. H. S. Burgwyn and the other directors of 
defendant corporation, or any other persons who may have any assets of 
defendant corporation in their hands or under their control, without 
any further proceedings, as it appears from the complaint and answer 
in this case and the proof, that the defendant company, through Bur- 
gwyn, its treasurer, either received or ought to have received, at the 
time of the sale of the defendant corporation’s property and franchise, 
an amount from that sale more than the judgment recovered in this 
action, and that there is no other creditor, nor is there any other prop- 
erty of the defendant corporation. 
Modified and affirmed. 


Cited: Howard v. Warehouse Co., 123 N. C., 92; McIver v. Hardware 
Co., 144 N. C., 484; Edwards Supply Co., 150 N. C., 172; Powell v. 
Lumber Co., 153 N. C., 56. 


i ee 


COMMERCIAL BANK OF DANVILLE vy. W. H. S. BURGWYN. 


Practice—Evidence—Exceptions to Depositions—Wawer—Variance 
Immatervat. 


1. Exceptions made, on a trial, to depositions which had been offered on two 
former trials without objection, and to which depositions no objection — 
was made either at the time of taking or opening them, properly over- 
ruled. 


2, A variance between the allegation and proof, which is immaterial and does 
not mislead the defendant, will be disregarded. 


3. Where, in an action on notes by the purchaser from the payee, the plaintiff 
admitted the allegation of defendant’s answer that the notes were ob- 
tained by the fraudulent representations of the payees, the burden was 
thrown upon plaintiff to show that he was a bona fide purchaser for value 
and without notice of the fraudulent representations of payee, but having 
sifeored testimony to that effect, the burden was again shifted and the 
prima facie case of plaintiff restored. Where, in such case, the defendant 
offered no sufficient testimony to establish knowledge on the part of the 
plaintiff, at the time of the purchase of the note, of the alleged fraud of 
the payee, it was proper for the trial judge to instruct the jury, if they 
believed plaintiff’s testimony, to find their verdict accordingly. 
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Action tried before Shuford, J., and a jury, at September (123) 
Term, 1893, of Vance. : 

There was judgment for the plaintiff, and defendant appealed. The 
facts appear in the report of a former appeal (110 N. C., 267) and in 
the opinion of Associate Justice Montgomery. 


J. B. Batchelor and A. W. Graham for plaintiff. 
Pitiman & Snow, h. B. Peebles and John W. Hinsdale for defendant. 


Monteomery, J. After hearing thorough argument and making a 
painstaking examination of the pleadings and the testimony, we are 
unable to discover any material difference in any aspect between the case 
presented at this term of the Court and the one heard and determined 
at February Term, 1892, and reported in 110 N. C., 267. The opinion 
delivered in that case for the Court by Justice Shepherd renders it un- 
necessary for us to go over the ground again. It is true, however, that 
when the case was last tried at Vance Superior Court objection was 
made (for the first time) by the defendant to each and every 
question in the depositions in the case which went to connect the (124) 
Southern Electric Light Company with the notes, either as 
indorser or indorsee. But these depositions had been offered in evidence 
by the plaintiff on two former trials of this action and no objection was 
made on said first two trials, and no objection was made and noted at 
the time said depositions were taken, nor at the time they were opened 
by the clerk. The court properly overruled the exceptions. Carroll v. 
Hodges, 98 N. C., 418. Also, at the last trial there was suggestion of a 
variance between the complaint and the evidence. In the two former 
trials this suggestion was not made, and upon inspection the variance 
in its nature is immaterial and did not mislead the defendant. Clark’s 
Code, section 269, and cases thereunder cited. Upon a close inspection 
of the additional testimony for the defendant, introduced on the last 
trial of the case, we do not find anything that adds in value to the testi- 
mony offered in the former trials. The court below charged the jury in 
these words: “That the defendant having pleaded that the notes sued on 
were obtained by the fraudulent representations of the payees, and the 
plaintiff having admitted that allegation, and consented for the second 
issue to be answered in the affirmative, the burden was on the plaintiff 
to show that it was a bona fide purchaser for value and without notice 
of such fraudulent representations. That the plaintiff had offered testi- 
mony tending to show that it had acquired the notes bona fide for value, 
in the usual course of business and while they were still current, and if 
the jury believed this evidence the prima facie case of the plaintiff was 
restored, the burden of proof was then upon the defendants to establish 
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knowledge on the part of the plaintiff, at the time of its purchase, of the 
alleged fraudulent representation, and that the defendants had 
(125) offered no sufficient evidence for that purpose, and hence if the 
jury believed the testimony offered by the plaintiff they should 
answer the first and third issues in the affirmative.” | 
We think that the court took a correct view of the character and 
weight of the testimony, properly instructed the jury thereupon and 
applied the law thereto. There is no error and the judgment of the court 


below is 
Affirmed. 


‘Cited: Watkins v. Mfg. Co., 181 N. C., 589; Morgan v. Fraternal 
Assn., 170 N. C., 81; Steel Co. v. Ford, 173 N. C., 196. 


(126) 
S. H. BOYER er at. vy. C. A. GARNER. 


Practice—Cerliorari—Perfecting Appeal—Negligence of Counsel Im- 
putable to Clhent—Execution of Judgment in Action for Recovery of 
Land—Claim for Betterments. 


1. Where, upon an appeal being taken from a judgment, an entry was made. 
upon the docket allowing time to file bond and prepare case on appeal, 
and it was understood between the two attorneys for the appellant that 
one of them should attend to the matter, and he neglected on account of 
sickness to file the bond and prepare and serve the case on appeal: Held, 
that no grounds exist for a certiorart. 


2, The giving of an appeal bond is no part of the duties of an attorney; if 
the attorney assumes the duty, he does so as agent of the appellant, who 
is answerable for the negligence of his attorney. 


38. An agreement between the counsel for a party that one of them should 
perform duties incumbent upon them both equally is a matter personal 
between them, and a failure to discharge the aeRO duty is negligence 
in both for which their client is answerable. 


4, When the defendant, in the trial of an action for the recovery of land, sets 
up no claim for betterments made or taxes paid, and judgment is rendered 
against him for possession and damages for detention, his petition (under 
section 473 of The Code) to be allowed betterments, etc., must be made 
befcre the judgment is executed. : 


5. Where a writ of possession on a judgment in an action at law is executed 
by placing the defendant out of and the plaintiff into possession, the judg- 
ment is executed within the meaning of section 4738 of The Code, notwith- 
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standing the judgment for the damages received in said action is not 
satisfied. | 


Morton heard upon notice and affidavits, before his Honor, Battle, J., 
holding the court of the Third District, by exchange with Bynum, J., 
at chambers in Henderson, Vance County, on 21 May, 1894, in which 
the defendant, against whom judgment had been rendered in action to 
recover land, tried at January Term, 1894, of Franxxin, petitioned to 
be allowed betterments, ete., not having set up the claim on the trial. 
The motion was not allowed and defendant appealed. In this Court a 
certiorari was applied for upon the grounds fully stated in the opinion 
of Associate Justice Montgomery. 


B.S. Spruall for plawntrffs, specially on motron for certiorart. 
N.Y. Gulley for aang. 


Monteomery, J. In this action the plaintiffs at January Term, 
1894, of Franxiin, obtained judgment against the defendant for the 
recovery of a tract of land, from which judgment the defendant gave 
notice of appeal to this Court. The appeal was not perfected, and the 
defendant in apt time applied for a certiorari as a substitute for the 
appeal, to bring the record up, that the errors therein assigned might 
be examined into by this Court. The affidavit in support of the 
petition sets out the following facts: (127) 

I. That the affiant and N. Y. Gulley, Esq., as associate counsel, 
represented the defendant in the trial of the cause in the court below. 

Il. That the defendant gave notice of appeal through his said counsel 
and had an entry made on the minutes of “time allowed to file bond and 
prepare case on appeal.” 

III. That before the appeal had been perfected and before the time 
allowed had passed, the afhant (W. M. Person) was taken sick and was 
for some time too unwell to attend to the duties of his office. 


IV. That by agreement between himself and his associate counsel, 
N. Y. Gulley, the affant was to attend to this matter, the said Gulley 
being engaged for a great portion of his time in’ work outside of the 
county; and that under these circumstances, through the misfortune and 
sickness of his counsel, the defendant lost his right of appeal. 

V. That the defendant fully intended to perfect his appeal and se 
instructed his counsel, and the failure to do so was due to no Bee eviee 
of the defendant, but to the cause set forth. 

An answer to the petition was filed by plaintiff, and in ‘he affidavit 
of Messrs. E. W. Timberlake and F. S. Spruill, used in support of it, 
the following statements appear: 
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1. That when the defendant excepted and gave notice of appeal to the 
Supreme Court, notice was waived, bond fixed at $25, and twenty. days 
given to serve statement of case and perfect appeal. 


2. That to these affiants’ best knowledge and recollection Mr. Person 
did not absent himself from his office during the twenty days allowed 
for perfecting his appeal and that his associate, N. Y. Gulley, was well 
and strong, mentally and physically, during the entire period. 

38. That a partial and incomplete statement of the case on 

(128) appeal was made out and filed in the office of the clerk of the 

Superior Court, but the same was never served on the plaintiffs 

or their attorneys, and this was done several months after the trial was 
held, and that no appeal bond accompanied these proceedings. 

We do not find from the foregoing facts any ground for the interposi- 
tion of this Court, nor any sufficient legal excuse for the failure of the | 
defendant to perfect his appeal. The giving of the appeal bond is not 
one of the duties of an attorney, and when an attorney assumes this duty 
he does it as agent, and his neglect is that of the principal. Churchill v. 
Ins. Co., 92 N. C., 485. The agreement between the two attorneys in 
this case that Mr. Person should attend to this appeal was a matter per- 
sonal between them. In law both were compelled to give the appeal their 
attention, and leaving out of consideration Mr. Person’s sickness, his 
associate, Mr. Gulley, was in perfect health the whole time allowed for 
piricodne the appeal. The motion for a certiorari is denied. 

The following proceedings were had in another branch of this case: 
Notice of a motion was given to the plaintiff on 9 May, 1894, that the 
defendant would move before Bynum, J., holding the courts of the Third 
Judicial District, at Henderson, on 21 May, 1894, or as soon thereafter 
as practicable, fo an order ‘ Estapendiie the execution of said judgment 
in the court below and to allow the defendant pay for the improvements 
made by him on the tract of land in controversy, the amount to be ascer- 
tained by a jury.” At the hearing the defendant filed his petition and 
affidavits, and that portion of them deemed necessary for the settlement 
of this case is as follows: 

1, That in the trial of the case the defendant set up no claim for better- 

ments or taxes paid, although he had been in the possession of 
(129) the land for many years and had made improvements enhancing 

its value, and paid a considerable sum in the shape of taxes upon 
it; and that the said judgment had not been executed. Wherefore, the 
petitioner prayed for an order staying the execution on said judgment | 
and for the clerk of the Superior Court of Franklin County to place this 
cause on the civil issue docket in order that the question of damages and 
improvements might be passed upon by a jury. It appears that on the 
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hearing before Battle, J., a writ of possession and execution, regular in 
all respects, was issued by the clerk of the Superior Court of Franklin 
County to the sheriff of said county. The sheriff of Franklin County 
returned said writ into the clerk’s office.on 15 March, 1894, with the 
following indorsement on it: 


Mrs. S. H. Brower 2r At. 
against | Writ or Possession anp Execution. 


C. A. GARNER. 


Received 27 February, 1894. H. CO. Kearney, Sheriff. Writ of pos- 
session executed 15 March, 1894, by putting the defendant C. A. Garner 
out of possession of the land described in the within writ of possession, 
and delivering the said possession by direction of the plaintiffs to H. R. 
Perry as agent of the plaintiffs. H. C. Kuarney, Sheriff. 


The $125 damages awarded by the jury in the trial of the original 
action had not been paid when the notice of betterment was given. The 
question for our determination is whether the said judgment had been 
executed by the sheriff of Franklin County before notice for the motion 
for betterments was given to the plaintiff. The return of the sheriff 
states that on 15 March, 1894, he put the defendant out of possession of 
the land and delivered possession of the land to the agent of the plain- 
tiff. The notice of the motion for betterments was given nearly a month 
later. Section 473 of The Code declares, “That any defendant 
against whom a judgment shall be rendered for land may at any (130) 
time before the execution of said judgment, present a petition to 
the court rendering the same, stating that he, or those under whom he 
claims, while holding the premises under a color of title believed by him, 
or them, to be good, have made permanent improvements thereon, and 
praying that he may be allowed for the same over and above the value 
of the use and occupation of such land; and thereupon the court may, 
if satisfied of the probable truth of the allegations, suspend the execu- 
tion of such. judgment and impanel a jury to assess the damages of the 
plaintiff and the allowance to the defendant for such improvements.” We 
think that the sheriff’s return of the writ with the indorsement thereon 
was such an execution of the judgment as is contemplated by the said 
section of The Code. If not so, judgment might be had for land and 
for damages greater in amount than the defendant could pay, and 
though the plaintiff may have been put into possession of the land, yet 
so long as the damages might remain unpaid, the claim for betterments 
would still subsist, and if allowed would be a lien on the land, though 
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the same might belong to a purchaser for value and without notice. 
There is no error in the ruling oe his Honor and the judgents 18 
Affirmed. 


Oited: Ice Co. v. R. R.., 125 N. C., 22; Luton v. Badham, 127 N. C, 
109. 


(131) 
SARAH COX vy. J. B. McGOWAN. 


Deed—-Inconsistent Descriptions—Intention of Grantor. 


1. All rules adopted for the construction of deeds embody what the law, 
founded on reason and experience, declares to be the best means of 
arriving at the intention of the parties at the time of the delivery of the 
deed; hence, course and distance, or even what is considered in law a 
more certain or controlling call, must yield to the evidence, if believed, 
that the parties at the time of the execution of the deed actually ran and 
located a different line from that called for, such evidence being admitted 
to show the description of the line to be a mistake. 


2. Where a deed contains two irreconcilable descriptions of the entire bound- 

- aries of a tract of land or of a single line, calls for more stable monu- 

ments, such as the lines of other tracts or well known natural objects, 
will be adopted rather than course and distance. 


3. Where there are inconsistent descriptions in a deed, although in doubtful 
eases the custom most favorable to the grantee will prevail, on the rule 
that the first description is presumed to express the true intention of the 
parties, yet a specific deseription will preveN: over a general one whether 
it comes before or after the latter. 


Action for the recovery of land, tried before Bynum, J., at April 
Term, 1891, of Pirt. 

There was judgment for the defendant, and plaintiff appealed. The 
facts appear in the opinion of Associate Justice Avery. 


Jarvis & Blow for plaontiff. 
Jas. EH. Moore for defendant. 


Avery, J. The plaintiff, Sarah Cox, claims through a purchaser at a 
foreclosure sale under a mortgage deed executed by the defendant, 

(132) J. B. McGowan, to one W. H. Cox, wherein the land conveyed is 
described as “a certain tract of land in the county of Pitt, bounded 
on the north by the land of S. F. Worthington, on the east by the lands 
of T. A. McGowan, and on the south and west by the lands of Henry 
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Carey, being the part of the Burton McGowan land conveyed by him to 
James H. McGowan, and containing eighty-seven acres, more or less.” 
The action is brought for possession, and the land declared for in the 
complaint is described in the same way as in the deed, except that the 
second description after the words “and conveyed” is omitted. Prior to 
the execution of the mortgage, Henry Carey, whose name is mentioned 
as adjacent owner in the deed, had aliened one and a half acres of his 
original tract to James B. McGowan, who had conveyed, in exchange, 
that for the same amount of the land previously conveyed to him by 
Burton McGowan. This had been done in order to straighten the 
division line between the two, the result being that the line of J. B. 
McGowan on the south was not the same, when the mortgage deed was 
executed in March, 1891, as when Burton McGowan had previously 
conveyed to him. Carey was not twenty-one years of age when he 
executed the deed to the acre and a half in 1889, but executed another 
deed for the same in fulfillment of a promise then made to ratify on 
arriving at full age in October, 1891, but after the execution of the 
mortgage. The deed, being a voidable executed conveyance, might have 
been ratified without the execution of another deed (Turner v. Gatther, 
83 N. C., 357 ef seg.), but that, as an act of affirmance, when done, had 
relation back, so as to make the original deed valid ab initio instead of 
void. 10 A. & E., 647 and 648; Note 1, McCormac v. Leggett, 58 
N. C., 425. 

The plaintiff contended that under the first of the two descriptions, 
the one acre and a half on which W. H. Cox had erected his 
improvements, passed by the mortgage deed in March, 1891, the (133) 
line of Henry Carey at that time having been so altered by the 
exchange as to run south of it. The defendant insisted that the refer- 
ence to the Burton McGowan deed was equivalent to inserting its calls 
as a second description in the mortgage deed, and, if that were not so, 
that the two descriptive clauses might be construed together so as to 
give effect to both and make the two consistent by adopting the Carey 
line described in the Burton McGowan deed instead of the division line 
established by the exchange. 

All rules adopted for the construction of deeds tend towards one ob- 
jective point. They embody what the law, founded on reason and ex- 
perience, declares to be the best means of arriving at the intention of 
the parties. 8 Washburn, 428 and 429. The intention, of course, relates 
to the time when the deed is delivered, hence course and distance, or 
even what is considered in law a more certain or controlling call, must 
yield to evidence, if believed, that the parties at the time of the execution 
of a deed actually ran and located a different line from that called for, . 
such evidence being admissible to show the description of the line to be 
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a mistake. Buckner v. Anderson, 11 N. C., 572; Cherry v. Slade, 7 
N. C., 82; Baxter v. Wilson, 95 N. C., 187; Stanly v. Green, 12 Cal, 
148; 3 Washburn, 435. 

In support of the position stated, we find that Tiedeman, in his 
exhaustive work on Reali Property, sec. 828, lays down the rule as fol- 
lows: “Contemporanea expositio est optima et fortissima in lege. In 
construing deeds, courts endeavor to place themselves in the position of 
the parties at the time of the conveyance, in order to ascertain what is 
intended to be conveyed. For in describing the property parties are 

presumed to refer to its condition at that time, and the meaning 
(134) of their terms of expression can only be properly understood by 
a knowledge of their position and that of the property conveyed.” 
The familiar rule that the course of a stream called for as a boundary is 
to be determined by showing the location at the date of the conveyance 
is referred to as one illustration of the practical operation of the rule. 

While there was no proof of a survey or actual marking out of the 
boundary at the date of the mortgage deed, the foregoing authorities 
have been cited to show the recognition of the principle that parties are 
considered in law as intending that whatever is understood to be the 
true line at the date of the deed shall govern. 3 Washburn, 435. In 
March, 1891, J. B. McGowan was bound by his deed till it should 
appear whether Carey would repudiate his on arriving at full age. 
Carey’s conveyance was then voidable, but when ratified in October, 
1891, the exchange made in 1889, to all intents and purposes became 
valid. The new south line created by the exchange was the true line 
referred to as a boundary in the first of the two descriptions, and there- 
fore the second description, which was inconsistent, could not govern. 
Where a deed contains two irreconcilable descriptions of the entire 
boundaries of a tract of land or a single line, calls for more stable monu- 
ments, such as the lines of other tracts or well known natural objects, 
will be adopted rather than course and distance. 3 Washburn, 424. 
Buckner v. Anderson, 111 N. C., 572; Proctor v. Pool, 15 N. C., 370: 
Shaffer v. Hahn, 111 N. C., 1. | 

In: doubtful cases the rule that the construction must be favorable to 
the grantee will prevail, or the maxim that the first description in a deed 
is presumed to express the true intention of the parties, may be invoked 
to tip the nodding beam. Vance v. Fore, 24 Cal., 436. But whether a 
specific description comes before or after a general designation, it must 

prevail, upon the underlying principle that the law will always 
(1385) demand the production of the highest evidence, and as between 
two deseriptions will prefer that which is most certain. In 
Carter v. White, 101 N. C., 30, the Court held that the first description 


“known as Walker’s Island” must yield to a more specific one by metes 
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and bounds, which did not include the whole island. The boundaries, as 
set forth in the first description in the mortgage, are the lines of the 
three adjacent tracts which it was admitted completely surrounded 
W. H. Cox’s place. As we have seen, the parties are presumed to have 
contracted with reference to the then existing boundaries. After laying 
down the rules that the true line originally run, old marked lines, or the 
lines of adjacent tracts, may be proved to vary course or extend or 
diminish distance, Chief Justice Taylor, in commenting upon them in 
Cherry v. Slade, supra, said that all of the rules were founded “upon 
the same reason—the design of all being to ascertain the location origi- 
nally made.” The location originally made must have conformed to 
the true boundaries then existing. Carey did not then own the one acre 
and a half, but had conveyed it by a deed, since made valid, so as to re- 
move his line to the south of it, and make the first specific description 
include it within the J. B. McGowan tract. | 
Looking beyond our own adjudications, we find that in Dana v. Bank, 
10 Dana, 250, where under the first description the land was completely 
surrounded by a street, lines of adjacent tracts and a river, the Supreme 
Court of Massachusetts held (as did this Court in Carter v. White, 
supra) that such a specific description prevailed over a more general 
one, because it was more definite, not because it was first given in the 
deed. But that case is more completely in point here, since the second 
description there set forth was “being the same set off to the representa- 
tives of the late Wm. S. Crook, deceased, in the division of the 
estate of Enoch Crook, deceased, recorded with Middlesex Probate (136) 
Records, b. 177, p. 97,” ete., while in our case it is admitted that 
the Burton McGowan deed did not include the acre and a half in con- 
troversy, the calls of that deed are not given in the statement of the 
case, nor is any reference made to the registry or directly to the deed 
for a more perfect description. But in Dana v. Bank, supra, the more 
general description refers to the book and page of the record as exhibit- 
ing the whole deed. The description, which calls for lines of other 
tracts, we can see fixes the boundaries by what are considered stable and 
certain monuments, then existing, and is to be preferred to one that is 
more general, even where the more general designation of the lines can 
by reference to other deeds be made more specific. It is true that in 
numerous cases which we need not cite, it has been held that the refer- 
ence in one deed to another makes it competent to introduce the con- 
veyance referred to in evidence for the purpose of showing that the 
original instrument offered is not void for vagueness in the descriptive 
clause, but it does not follow that there is any conflict between that rule 
and the one invoked in the decision of this case, that the general designa- 
tions, such as “known as the Brown place,” or “known as the Mt. Vernon 
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place,” though susceptible of location by proof aliunde, must yield to a 
more specific description, which marks out the boundaries as lines of 
adjoining tracts, streets or rivers or designated corners with course and 
distance either preceding or following that which is less definite in the 
same instrument. The parties are presumed to have intended to be 
governed by the description which they make specific where it is in con- 
flict with another. We think that there was error in the ruling of the 
court below. The judgment is 
(187) Reversed. 


Cited: Peebles v. Graham, 128 N. C., 221; Murphy v. Murphy, 182 
N. C., 362; Weeks v. Wilkins, 184 N. C., 521; Modlin v. R. R., 145 
N. C., 230; Gaylord v. McCoy, 158 N. C., 327; Clarke v. Aldridge, 162 
N, C. 331; 8. v. Jenkins, 164 N. C., 529 ; Patter v. Bonner, 174 N. C., 
21; Patrick Ins. Co., 176 N. C., 670; Bonne v. Farrar, 180 N. C.,, 
138. 


R. J. COBB, ASSIGNEE, ET AL. v. 8. S. RASBERRY Et AL. 


Husband and Wife—Mortgage by Husband of Crops on Wife's Land— 
Ourtesy. : 

1. The act of 1849 (section 1840 of The Code) only prohibited the husband 
from selling or leasing the real estate of his wife without her consent, 
and prevented the sale of the land under execution against the husband, 
but his rights as tenant by the curtesy initiate to the rents and profits 
were not impaired thereby. 


2, Where the marriage and seizin of the wife in the lands took place before 
the adoption of the Constitution of 1868, the husband has the right to the 
crops on his wife’s lands, and may sell, lease, or mortgage them. 


Aorton, tried before Bynum, J., and a jury, at April Term, 1894, 
of Prrt. 

The action was brought for the recovery of the possession of certain 
personal property, including, among other things, cotton, corn and other 
erops, all of which were raised on a tract of land described in the com- 
plaint, and were embraced and conveyed in a certain agricultural lien 
or mortgage, executed by the defendant S. S. Rasberry to one W. H. 
Cox to secure payment of a debt already due, and future advances to 
enable said Rasberry ,to cultivate the said land, amounting in all to one 
hundred and ninety dollars. After the execution of the said mortgage 
the same had been assigned to plaintiff Cobb, and the account for the 
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said advances had become, by sale of the same, the property of (138) 
plaintiff Sarah Cox. The feme defendant, who had been allowed 

to come in and make herself a party and plead to the action, set 
up «s a defense in her answer that the crops specified were raised on 
~ her land and were her separate property. 

In addition to the proving of the said preéxisting debt and the ad- 
vances, the value of the property seized, the execution, probate and regis- 
tration of said mortgage, the assignment, etc., the plaintiffs established 
in evidence that the marriage of the defendant S. S. Rasberry to the 
feme defendant, and the vesting in the feme defendant of the title to 
the land on hich the said crops were raised, took place before the 
adoption of the Constitution of 1868, the said aeen ac having occurred 
in 1864, and the said land (which descended to feme defendant from 
her father) having been divided and allotted to her by proper proceed- 
ings for that purpose in 1865. Plaintiffs also proved that several chil- 
dren, the issue of said marriage, had been born and were yet living, but 
at what time any of said children were born did not appear in the 
evidence. There was no evidence on behalf of defendants. 

His Honor ruled, that notwithstanding the evidence as to the date 
of the marriage of the defendants, and the time of the descent and 
vesting of the said title, the feme defendant’s right of property in the 
said crops was not affected by those facts, and for that reason plaintiffs 
were not entitled to recover said crops, and he so charged the jury. 
Exception and appeal by plaintiffs. 


J.B. Batchlor and Jas. EH. Moore for plaintiffs. 
No counsel contra. 


Montgomery, J. The matter set up in the answer of the feme (139) 
defendant cannot avail her. At common law the husband, when. , 
by birth of issue he became tenant by the curtesy initiate, was the owner 
of the crops grown on the wife’s land, and even in case of his death 
before hers his personal representatives were entitled to them. Walliams 
v. Lanier, 44 N. C., 80. The Act of 1849, Code, sec. 1840, only pro- 
hibited the husband from selling or leasing, for the term of his life or 
any less term of years, the real estate of his wife when the marriage 
had taken place since the third Monday of November, 1848, without her 
consent by deed and privy examination; nor would that act suffer his 
estate in the land to’be sold under execution against him. His rights 
however to the profits and rents were not impaired or disturbed. In 
Houston v. Brown, 52 N. C., 163, this Court said, in referring to that 
Act: “The sole object was to provide a home for Mer (the wife) of which | 
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she could not be deprived by the husband or the creditors.” The mar- 
riage and seizin of the wife in the lands took place before the adoption of 
the Constitution of 1868; and article X, sec. 6, of that instrument, 
and the laws made in pursuance thereof, apply only to cases where the 
marriage has been contracted or the property acquired since the adop- 
tlon of ‘the Constitution. Morris v. Morris, 94 N. C., 613; ; Thompson v. 
Wiggins, 109 N. C., 508. 

There was error in the instruction which his Honor gave to the jury, 
and the plaintiff is entitled to a 

New trial. 


(140) 
CLAUDIA REDMOND vy. H. L. STATON. 


Action for Damages Against Clerk for Failure to Index Judqment— 
Chose in Action—Assignment of Judgment—Right of Assignee of 
Judgment to Damages for Clerk’s Default. 


1. The right of action which the plaintiff in a judgment has against a clerk 
of the Superior Court for not properly indexing the judgment is as- 
signable. 


2. The simple assignment of a judgment does not carry with it the right of 
action which the plaintiff has against a clerk of the Superior Court for 
failure to properly index it; therefore, 


3. Where R. bought from F. a judgment which the clerk of the Superior Court 
had failed to properly index, and by reason of such negligence lost a lien 
upon land, and it did not appear that, in taking an assignment of the 
judgment, R. contracted with F. for anything but the judgment: Held, 
that R. acquired only the right to enforce the judgment and to enjoy its 
fruits, and not the right, which F. had, to sue the clerk for his failure to 
properly index it. 


Action tried before Armfield, J., at Fall Term of Enezcompe. 
There was judgment for the defendant and plaintiff appealed. . The 
facts appear in the opinion of Associate Justice F'urches. 


John L. Bridgers for plaintiff. 
H. G. Connor for defendant. 


Furcuss, J. At April Term, 1886, of Edgecombe, O. H. Farrar 
recovered a judgment against B. Bryan and Joshua Killebrew, which 
was duly placed on the judgment docket of said. court, but was not 
indexed and cross-indexed as required by law, to constitute it a lien on 
the land of the defendant Killebrew in Edgecombe County. 

Farrar, soon thereafter, sold and assigned said judgment to the 
(141) plaintiff who did not know of the defective condition of the 
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index. Killebrew, at the date of this judgment and at the date of 
the assignment to plaintiff, was the owner of sufficient real estate in 
Edgecombe County to have satisfied said judgment, and upon which 
said judgment would have been a lien, if it had been properly indexed; 
but being indebted to other parties, on the _-_. day of February, 1889, 
and after the rendition of the judgment assigned to plaintiff, he executed — 
a deed in trust to Jacob Battle to secure other indebtedness, in which he 
conveyed all his lands. Said Battle as trustee has since sold said land, 
and the purchaser thereof in an action to remove the cloud produced by 
plaintiff’s judgment, in which she was a party, has recovered said lands, 
the Court holding that owing to the defective indexing of plaintiff’s 
judgment it created no hen, and plaintiff has thereby lost her debt. 
Dewey v. Sugg, 109 N. C., 328. 


At April Term, 1886, of Edgecombe Superior Court, and for some 
time thereafter, the defendant, H. L. Staton, was the clerk of said 
court, and plaintiff has brought this action against him (not on his 
official bond) to recover damages for the loss of her money caused by 
bis negligence in not properly indexing said judgment. 

The assignment is not set out in the record, but it is admitted by 
plaintiff that, in form, it only assigns the judgment to plaintiff. 

Defendant, without controverting these facts, denies plaintiff’s right to 
recover, as he says, for two reasons: First, that plaintiff has shown no 
cause of action against him; and, secondly, that if she has, it is barred 
by the lapse of time and the statute of limitations, plaintiff’s action not 
having been commenced until 1883 (the precise date not shown, as the 
summons does not appear in the record). 

It was admitted on the argument by the learned counsel repre- (142) 
senting plaintiff and defendant, that this is a case of first impres- 
sion in our courts and that they have been unable to find any 
decided case like this in the other courts. This being the case, the Court 
has given it careful investigation, and as much reflection as we were 
able to bring to bear upon the questions presented; and after doing so 
we are of the opinion that Farrar had a chose in action against the de- 
fendant (Holman v. Miller, 103 N. C., 118; Kivett v. Young, 106 N. C., 
567), and that under our statutes this chose might have been assigned. 
But that it was not assigned seems to be true, unless the assignment of 
the judgment carried with it this right or chose which Farrar had 
against the defendant. The fact that it was assignable under The Code, 
does not help the plaintiff if it was not assigned. The Code did not 
create causes of action, but only enlarged the power of assignment. 
Plaintiff’s rights, then, stand as they did before The Code. And this 
brings us to a consideration of plaintiff’s rights at common law and in 
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equity. At common law choses in action were not assignable, and did 
not pass from the bargainor to the bargainee, unless they were such 
contracts, covenants, as attached to the estate and ran with the estate, 
such as warranty and quiet enjoyment in conveyances of land. So the 
plaintiff is not benefited by this principle, as there is neither covenant, | 
contract or land. And it is not always in a sale of land that these choses 
pass. For instance, A sells to B the lands of C, stating in the deed that 
C has the title, but A executes a deed to B with full covenants of war- 
ranty and quiet enjoyment, and B is afterwards turned out by C. B has 
a cause of action against A. But B sells to D with full covenants, and C 
turns D out of possession, and B has become insolvent. D has no right — 
of action against A at law, for the reason that there was no estate 
passed from A to B, and as no estate passed to B, no covenants 
(143) passed, as they were not assignable, and only ran with the estate. 
Nesbit v. Nesbit, 1 N. C., 490. 

But in this case D might bring his suit in equity against A and 
recover, equity holding that B had the right to sue and that he had con- 
veyed to D with full covenants. Therefore equity would treat B as a 
trustee of D, and in that way give D relief against A. Nesbit v. Brown, 
16 N. C., 30. 

A buys a non-negotiable note, which gives him the equitable but not 
the legal title to the note. The note is not paid, and A brings suit in 
the name of the assignor, who is the legal owner, obtains judgment, puts 
execution in the hands of the sheriff for collection, telling the sheriff 
that the money will be his when collected, as he had bought the note 
before suit, which he had to bring in the name of the payee, as he had 
not indorsed the note. The sheriff collects the money and pays it to the 
legal owner in whose name the suit was brought. A brings his action 
for the money against the sheriff and the Court sustains his action upon 
the ground that when the money was collected 1t was his. Hoke v. 
Carter, 34 N. C., 324. 

We are now in a court of Equity as well as a court of law, and we 
admit that at the first view of these cases they seemed to support plain- 
tiff’s contention. But wpon examination we think they are distinguish- 
able from the case now before the Court. | 

In Hoke v. Carter, supra, the money collected by the sheriff was the 
fruit of the judgment, which in equity belonged to Hoke. 

In Nesbit v. Brown, supra, there was the covenant, the contract, the 
chose in action, and though it did not pass from A to B with the estate, 
the reason that no estate in the land passed, and it was not assignable at 
law, yet there was a contract, and equity enforced it. 

And the trouble with plaintifi’s case is that aie tailed to show - 
(144) she contracted with Farrar for anything but the judgment, and 
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therefore she got nothing but the judgment, with the rights that Farrar 
had to enforce it and have the benefits of zts fruits. 

The case of Timberlake v. Powell, 99 N. C., 233, though not a case 
directly in point, involves very much the same principles and the same 
considerations as this case, and tends strongly to sustain defendant’s first 
contention and the view we have taken of the case. 

We therefore hold that plaintiff has failed to show that she has a 
cause of action against the defendant, and the judgment appealed from 
must be affirmed. 

This relieves us from the consideration of the interesting question of 
the statute of limitations, which has grown to be one of the most trouble- 
some subjects our courts have to deal with. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Hahn v. Moseley, 119 N. C., 76; Bank v. School Committee, 
121 N. C., 110; Darden v. Blount, 126 N. C., 249. 


W. W. GREEN, ADMINISTRATOR OF W. W. GREEN, v. E. A. BALLARD ET AL. 
Married Woman—Void Judgment—Coverture Appearing in Pleadings. 


When the facts of the coverture of a woman appears in the complaint or other 
pleadings in an action on a promise to pay money, she not being a free 
trader, nor having specifically bound her separate estate for its payment, 
a personal judgment rendered therein against her is a nullity and will be 
set aside on motion. 


Morton by the defendant, Mrs. E. A. Ballard, to set aside a judgment 
against her, heard before Battle, J., at chambers, by consent, as of 
April Term, 1894, of Franxiin. The motion was refused and 
the defendant appealed. The facts appear in the opinion of (145) 
Chief Justice Faircloth. 


OF, 8S. Spruill for plaintsff. 
Shepherd & Busbee and N. Y. Gulley for defendants. 


Farrototu, C. J. Prior to 1889 a special proceeding was instituted in 
Franxkuin by the administrator of W. W. Green against his heirs at law, 
including the defendant, E, A. Ballard and her husband, W. H. Ballard, 
to sell land for assets. A sale was ordered and commissioners to sell 
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were appointed, who sold, and the defendant E. A. Ballard bought a_ 
part of the land and gave her personal note to the commissioners for the 
purchase price with the written consent of her husband, and said sale 
was confirmed. The purchaser having defaulted in payment of said 
note, the commissioners caused a notice, treated as a complaint in this 
branch of the case, to issue to E. A. Ballard and her husband that said 
commissioners would ask the court for an order to resell the land and 
for judgment against them on said note for the balance due thereon 
after a credit for her share of the proceeds of the sale, and E. A. Ballard 
and her husband accepted service of the notice without waiver of legal 
rights. E. A. Ballard and her husband failed to appear or make any 
defense to said motion, and at November Term, 1889, a decree to resell 
the land and a judgment was entered for the balance on the note against 
defendant E. A. Ballard and her husband in favor of said commissioners, 
and W. H. Ballard, the husband, died in March, 1890. In 1892, and 
within one year after she had actual knowledge of the terms and pro- 
visions of the last named judgment, she instituted this proceeding to. 

set aside the judgment rendered against her at November Term, 
(146) 1889, which was refused, and she appealed. 

It sufficiently appears from the notice, treated as a complaint, 
on which the judgment at November Term, 1889, was entered, that the 
defendant E. A. Ballard was then a feme covert, and the question is 
presented whether the judgment against her on the note was a nullity 
and void, and can now be set aside on her motion. At common law a 
married woman has no capacity plent juris to enter into contracts bind- 
ing on her personally or to affect her separate estate, and can only do so 
in cases declared by the Courts of Chancery and by the provisions of our 
Constitution of 1868 and the marriage act, under certain conditions, 
none of which are present in this case. The principle was well stated in 
Pippen v. Wesson, 74 N. C., 487, and the instances and requisites for 
subjecting a married woman’s separate estate to satisfy her contracts 
were pointed out and have been followed in numerous decided cases in 
this State. See Dougherty v. Sprinkle, 88 N. C., 300. If the defendant 
had pleaded her coverture by answer or otherwise, it is conceded that no 
personal judgment could have been entered against her, and the plain- 
tiffs insist, as no such plea was filed, that the judgment is valid, and 
rely -on Vick v. Pope, 81 N. ©., 22, and Neville v. Pope, 95 N. C., 346, 
in support of their contention, as the court refused, on motion of the 
feme covert defendant, to set aside the judgment, but on inspection we 
find that no complaint or other pleading was filed in either case, so that 
the coverture did not appear to the court. 

Where the fact of coverture appears in the complaint, or notice, as 
‘n our case treated as a complaint, it is expressly and directly held in 
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the following cases that a personal judgment is a nullity and void, and 
may be set aside at any time by motion of the feme defendant, although 
no plea or answer was filed. (Griffith v. Clarke, 18 Md., 457; 
Higgins v. Peltzer, 49 Mo., 152; Swayne v. Lyon, 67 Pa. St., 486, (147) 
In Baker v. Garris, 108 N. C., 218, the coverture appeared 

from the complaint and answer also, and the judgment was refused, and 
it was insisted, upon the authority of Vick v. Pope, supra, that coverture 
must be pleaded and the Court said: “This is undoubtedly true, for 
when the disability does not appear upon the face of the complaint the 
plea must, of course, be by way of answer, as otherwise the fact of cover- 
ture can never be known.” | ‘ 


It is the fact of coverture, appearing to he court in the record, that 
will not permit a personal judgment to be entered against the feme 
covert on her simple contract to pay money, and we can see no reason 
why it should not have the same effect, whether it appeared in the com- 
plaint or in the answer, and we are of opinion that his Honor erred, and 
that he should have set aside the personal judgment against E. A. 
Ballard, and it is so ordered. 

This disposition of defendant’s second exception renders it unneces- 
sary to consider her first and third exceptions. 

Reversed. 


Cited: Bank v. Howell, 118 N. ©., 274; McCauley v. McCauley, 122 
N. C., 292; McLeod v. Williams, ib., 453, 458; Moore v. Wolfe, ib., 7138; 
Cansler v. Penland, 125 N. C., 581; Runerord v. Ray, 147 N. Ci, 
256; Wandley v. Swain, 150.N. C., 360. 


(148) 
T. J. JARVIS v. J. H. VANDERFORD eft AL. 


Evidence—Presumption—H andwriting—Declarations Against Title. 


1. The fact that in the trial of an action A. was shown to have been clerk of 
a eourt at a certain date does not create a presumption that he was such 
clerk several years prior to that date. 


2. A witness who has not qualified himself as an expert as to handwriting, 
and who has never seen a certain person write, and has never corre- 
sponded with him, is incompetent to testify as to such person’s hand- 
writing by comparing it with other writing ance’ but not known to be © 
the latter’s. 


3. In an action to recover land, brought by the purchaser at a mortgage sale, 
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a declaration against title made by the mortgagor after the execution of 
the mortgage is not competent evidence against the plaintiff. 


Action for the recovery of the possession of land, tried before 
Bynum, J., and a jury, at the April Term, 1894, of Prrv. 

Tt was admitted that the title to the land in controversy was in one 

David Averett, who was long since dead. 
(149) The defendants offered evidence tending to show that the court- 
house in Greenville, with all of the records of the clerk’s office, 
both County Court and Superior Court, all of the records of wills were 
destroyed by fire in 1858, and the destruction of the same was admitted. 

The defendants then. offered in evidence a paper-writing purporting 
to be a copy of the will of David Averett. Objection by plaintiff. Ob- | 
jection sustained. Defendants excepted. 

The court states for the benefit of the Supreme Court that the alleged _ 
copy introduced appeared to be old and faded. 

The defendants then introduced a witness who testified that he had 
some old papers at home which were signed “Alexander Evans, Clerk,” 
one an order of sale. “TI don’t know that he was clerk or that he signed 
them. Don’t remember the dates; they are very old papers and much 
worn. I have seen some handwriting said to be Alexander Evans’. Don’t 
know it myself.” Defendants propose to hand to the witness the paper- 
writing “A” and ask him if the signature of Alexander Evans is in the 
same handwriting he has at home, and if it is the same he has seen and 

which was said to be the handwriting of Evans. Objection. Sus- 
(150) tained. Excepted. | 
The witness further testified that he had seen the paper-writing, 
purporting to be a copy of the will of David Averett, before. “It was 
in the possession of W. H. Burnett. He asked me to read it and tell him 
whose hand it was. He told me it was the will of David Averett, and — 
said that if the devisee in that will were to come he would not dispute 
the title of said devisee at all. The next I saw of that copy of David 
Averett’s will was after Burnett’s death. It was among Burnett’s valu- 
able papers. The next time I saw it the defendant had it. Defendant set . 
up claim to the land during the life of Burnett, and as soon as they 
learned of the said copy of the will of David Averett. I told them of the 
copy of the will a month or so after Burnett showed it to me and told 
me what it was.” 

One of the defendants testified that he got the paper-writing purport- 
ing to be the will of David Averett from the administrator of W. H. 
Burnett; said that it was among Burnett’s valuable papers. Was in a 
trunk with the deed of David Averett for the land. 

Defendants put in evidence books of the register’s office containing 
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the records of deeds, among others one probated in May, 1818, showing 
that Alexander Evans was clerk and Richard Evans was deputy clerk. 

The plaintiffs then introduced in evidence books of the register’s office 
containing the records of deeds, among others one probated at February 
— Term, 1808, showing that George Evans was clerk. 

It was admitted that Alexander Evans and Richard Evans were long 
since dead. : | 

Upon the above evidence the defendants offered in evidence the paper- 
writing purporting to be a copy of the will of David Averett. Objection 
by plaintiff sustained, and exception by defendants. 

There was verdict and judgment for plaintiff, and defendants (151) 
appealed. As grounds for appeal, the defendants assign as error: 

1. The exclusion of the evidence as to the handwriting of Alexander 
Evans. 

2. The refusal to permit defendants to put In evidence the paper- 
writing purporting to be a copy of the will of David Averett. 


Shepherd & Busbee for plaintrff. 
James E. Moore for defendants. 


Furones, J. This is an action for the possession of land, in which 
there was a verdict and judgment for plaintiff, and defendant appealed. 
The record presents but two exceptions: First, the exclusion of the 
evidence as to the handwriting of Alexander Evans; second, the refusal 
to permit defendant to put in evidence a paper-writing purporting to 
be a copy of the will of David Averett. We do not think either one of 
these exceptions can be sustained. 

' It was not shown that Alexander Evans was clerk or that Richard 
Evans was deputy clerk of the Court of Pleas and Quarter Sessions in 
1808. And although there was evidence tending to show that Alexander 
Evans was clerk and Richard Evans was deputy clerk in 1818, this did 
not create a presumption that they were such officers in 1808, ten years 
before that time. Lawson, Presumptive Ev., p. 190. But the paper pro- 
duced purported to have been signed by “Richard Evans, Assistant 
Clerk,” and not by Alexander Evans. And why it was that defendant 
wanted to offer evidence to prove the handwriting of Alexander Evans, 
we do not exactly see. But, be that as it may, we think the evidence 
offered was clearly incompetent. The witness offered had never | 
seen Alexander Evans write, had never had any business corres- (152) 

pondence with him, but “that he had seen some old papers at 
home which were signed by Alexander Evans, Clerk, one an order of 
sale. I don’t know that he was clerk or that he signed them. Don’t 
remember the dates; they are very old papers and very much worn. I 
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have seen some handwriting said to be Alexander Evans’; don’t know it 
myself.” | 


Defendants proposed to hand to the witness the paper-writing “A,” 
and ask him if the signature of Alexander Evans is in the same hand- 
writing he has at home, and if it is the same he has seen, and which was 
said to be the handwriting of Alexander Evans. As the witness had 
never seen Alexander Evans write, and had not had any correspondence 
with him, the only way he could testify was as an expert. And it seems 
clear to us that he had not qualified himself to do this, even by a com- 
parison of handwritings. But he had no standard to compare this 
paper with; the papers he had at home were not admitted to be in the 
handwriting of Alexander Evans, nor did they appear in the case or in 
any other way, so as to estop the plaintiff. Tunstall v. Cobb, 109 N. C., 
316; 8S. v, Allen, 8 N. C., 6. 

This disposes of defendant’s first exception, and also of the second 
exception, so far as we can see. It could not be introduced as a certified 
copy under the statute (Code, see. 1842); nor can it be introduced as 
color of title, as an ancient document, as an unregistered deed could be. 
— Brown v. Brown, 106 N. C., 451; Davis v. Higgins, 91 N. C., 382. And 
although there was evidence tending to show that Burnett, through whom 
plaintiff derives his title, at some time said that “A” was a copy of 
David Averett’s will, that would not make it competent evidence against 

the plaintiff; and certainly not unless it was shown that it was 
(153) made before he mortgaged to James. Headen v. Womack, 88 
N. C., 468. | 
There is no error, and the judgment is 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Ratliff v. Ratliff, 131 N. C., 431. 


L. FLEMING v. J. R. DAVENPORT. 


Agricultural Inen—Landlord’s Inen for Advances—Priority of Land- 
lord’s Lien Over Advances of Others—Attaches Only on Crop of 
Current Year. 


Although, under sections 1754, 1799, and 1800 of The Code, the lien of a land- 
lord for advances is superior to that of a third party making advances 
to the tenant, nevertheless such priority exists only for advances made 
during the year in which the crops were made, and not for a balance due 
for an antecedent year. 
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Action tried before Bynum, J., at March Term, 1894, of Pirr, on 
appeal from a justice of the peace. 

It was in evidence that Fleming got from the defendant Daven- (154) 
port nearly all his supplies to run his tenants for 1892, including 
the tenant Lazarus Daniel. That said Joseph Fleming gave orders on 
said Davenport to his tenants, and that Davenport furnished the sup- 
plies to the tenants on these orders and charged the same to said Joseph 
Fleming, and that they have not been paid for. | 

The plaintiff introduced evidence tending to show that there was a 
verbal agreement between the landlord and tenant that the account of 
1891 should be a lien on the crop of 1892. This was disputed by the 
tenant. | 

Defendant asked for following instructions, among others: (155) 

“Tn no event can the landlord call upon Davenport to pay out 
of the cotton which came into his possession more than the actual ad- 
vances made by Fleming to his tenant in 1892 to enable him to make his 
crop of that year, and the court charges you that the balance of the ten- 
ant’s account for 1891 is not a lien on the tenant’s interest in the cotton 
of 1892 superior to Davenport’s lien, and you cannot charge this 
against him in this proceeding.” 

His Honor refused to charge the jury as requested, but in lieu of that 
gave the following instructions, to wit: 

“Tf you find the fact to be that Daniel was a tenant of Fleming for 
the year 1891, and again for 1892, and Daniel owed Fleming anything 
for the year 1891 as advancements, and there was no special contract 
between them in the renting for 1892 that the amount due for 1891 
should be a charge or lien on the 1892 crops, then plaintiff, as assignee 
in this case, was not entitled to recover that amount in this case. If you 
find that Daniel rented for 1892, then Fleming had a lien upon all the 
crops raised for the rents and for any sum advanced that year, and if 
he thought proper to let Daniel take the corn and fodder and 
other crops, and to hold to the cotton for the amount due him, he (156) 
had a right to do that, and although the defendant had a mortgage 
on it, the plaintiff’s len was superior to his, and he had a right to recover 
it out of this cotton. If you find that Fleming and Daniel made a 
special contract in 1892 that the amount due for 1891 should be a lien 
on the crop of 1892, then that also became a lien as against any debt to 
another not secured by a mortgage, and as the mortgage of the defendant 
was not made until after the assignment, his lien is inferior to that of 
plaintiff, as assignee of Fleming, and the plaintiff is also entitled to 
recover that sum. So, if you find that there was a special contract be- 
tween Fleming and Daniel in writing in 1892 that the amount due from 
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Daniel to Fleming for 1891 should be a lien on the 1892 crop, the 
answer to the issue will be the amount due from 1891 and 1892, what- 
ever you may find that to be. If you find the special contract for the 
account of 1891 to be a hen on the 1892 crop was not made, the answer 
will be the amount advanced by Joe Fleming for the year 1892.” 

The issue submitted to the jury was: | 

“Ts defendant indebted to the plaintiff, and if so, in what amount?” 

To which the jury responded, under the instructions given by his > 
Honor, “Yes, in the sum of $64.87, with interest at 6 per cent from 
date of sale of cotton.” | 

His Honor thereupon rendered the judgment for the plaintiff, and 
defendant appealed. 


Jarvis & Blow for defendant. 
No counsel contra. 


Furcues, J. This case is controlled by Ballard v. Johnson, 114 N. C., 
141, and is so fully discussed there we see no reason for discussing it in 
this case. 

The defendant was entitled to his prayer for instructions to the 
(157) jury. 

The court declined to give these instructions, and this entitles 
the defendant to a new trial. And, as this substantially disposes of the 
matters controverted, we do not consider the other questions presented by 
the appeal. There is error. 

New trial. 


OSCAR HOOKER vy. NELSON NICHOLS Et AL. 


“Connor's Act’ —Registration of Deeds—Priorities—“At Law,” 
Meaning of. 


1. Under chapter 147, Acts of 1885 (‘‘Copnor’s Act’), which provides that no 
conveyance of land shall be valid against innocent purchasers for a valu- 
able consideration from the donor, bargainor or lessor, etc., a sheriff’s 
deed for land duly registered takes precedence of a similar deed which, | 
though dated first and made in pursuance of a prior sale, was registered 
later. ‘ 

2. The expression ‘‘at law,” as used in statutes, does not mean merely a legal 
tribunal, as distinguished from equitable jurisdiction, but, generally, our 
system of jurisprudence, whether legal or equitable. 


Action to try title to land, tried before Bynum, J. (who by consent 
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of parties, found the following facts, a jury trial being waived), at 
March Term, 1894, of Pirr: : 

(It is admitted that title was out of the State and in William White- 
head at the date of the respective sales hereinafter set out.) 

“1, That A. J. Tucker, by virtue of certain executions against the 
sald William Whitehead, which executions are admitted to be 
regular in all things, on the first day of December, 1890, exposed (153) 
to publie sale at the courthouse door in Greenville the land in 
controversy, the sale admitted to be regular and after due notice as 
required by law. That at said sale the plaintiff, through I. A. Sugg, his 
agent, purchased the lands in controversy, including other lands, desig- 
nated as Lot 37 in the schedule of said Whitehead’s property, for the 
sum of $225. That on the day of sale the plaintiff paid to said sheriff a 
sum of money more than sufficient to pay the purchase money for said 
land; that some time in March, 1891, he executed to the said plaintiff 
a deed for the said Lot 37, dating the deed 3 December, 1890, which 
said deed was registered on the ----_- day of March, 1891. 

“2. That on 1 December, 1890, and immediately after the sale of 
Lot 37, the said sheriff, by virtue of said execution, sold as Lot No. 38 
a part of the land sold as Lot No. 37, which was bid off by the defend- 
ants. On 9 December, 1890, the defendants paid said sheriff the pur- 
chase money, to wit, $39, and the sheriff executed a deed for the same 
on that day, which said -deed was duly probated and registered on 13 
December, 1890; that Nelson Nichols bid off the land for the de- 
fendants. 

“3. That after the purchase by Nelson Nichols he was informed by 
I. A. Sugg, agent of the plaintiff, that Lot No. 38 bid off by him was 
covered by Lot No. 37 as bid off by Hooker, and that he could not hold. 
_ That this conversation was had before 9 December; that Nelson Nichols — 

paid the purchase money, $39, and the deed was executed to the de- 
fendant.” | 

Upon the above facts the court intimated to the plaintiff that he could 
not recover, in deference to which intimation the plaintiff took a non- 
suit and appealed. | | 


J. H. Moore for plaintiff. : (159) 


No counsel contra. 


Farrototu, 0. J. The lappage of lots Nos. 37 and 88 in the schedule 
of William Whitehead is the land in controversy, it being admitted that 
Whitehead’s title was good, who was the judgment debtor. On 1 Decem- 
ber, 1890, the sheriff under executions against Whitehead, sold lot No. 
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87 and the plaintiff purchased, and immediately on the same day he 
sold lot No. 38 and the defendant purchased. Each purchaser paid the 
amount of his bid and the sheriff subsequently executed to each a deed 
for the lot purchased by him. The defendant’s deed was registered 
13 December, 1890, and plaintifi’s deed was registered March, 1891. 
After the sale and before the defendant paid the sheriff, he, the defend- 
ant, was duly notified by plaintiff that lot No. 37, bought by plaintiff, 
covered lot No. 38, “and thaé he could not hold.” . It does not appear 
that the sheriff or either of the parties to this action had knowledge of 
the lappage at the sale. Upon these facts found by the court, by consent, 
his Honor held that plaintiff could not recover and he took a nonsuit 
and appealed. 


So we have a clear-cut case of two innocent purchasers of the same 
land on the same day, for value, and without any notice, at the sale, of 
any defect of title or otherwise, with the second purchaser’s deed first 
probated and registered. At common law and until recent legislation, 
the first purchaser at a sheriff’s sale acquired the title, and his deed when 
registered related to the day of sale, and the priority of liens among 
the creditors did not affect his title. Woodley v. Gilliam, 67 N. C., 237; 
Ricks v. Blount, 15 N. C., 128. The proceeds of the sale were applied 
according to the ecreditor’s right. Coughlan v. White, 66 N. C., 102. 

| At an early day in our State history, registration laws in many 
(160) respects became necessary, and in Leggett v. Bullock, 44 N. C., 

283, will be found a brief recital of all such acts, until recently. 
Laws 1829, ch. 20, provided that “No mortgage or deed of trust 
shall be valid at law to pass any property as against creditors and pur- 
chasers for valuable consideration but from the registration of such 
mortgage or deed of trust.” The words “at law” in said act do not 
mean in a court of law only, but in all courts. “At law” is an expres- 
sion in a statute which does not mean merely a legal tribunal as dis- 
tinguished from an equitable jurisdiction, but, generally, our system of 
jurisprudence, whether legal or equitable. 

This act of 1829 has been now in force more than sixty years, and 
has been well understood by lawyers and laymen, and was intended to 
uproot all secret liens, trusts, unregistered mortgages, etc., and under 
its force it has been held that no notice, however full and formal, will 
supply the place of registration. Robinson v. Willoughby, 70 N. C,, 
358; see Code, sec. 1254, and the numerous cases there cited. 

The present case turns on the construction of Laws 1885, ch. 147, 
which says, after repealing The Code, sec. 1245, that: “No convey- 
ance of land, nor contract to convey, or lease of land for more than 
three years, shall be valid to pass any property, as against creditors or 


92 


N.©.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 
BATTLE Vv. BATTLE. | 


purchasers for a valuable consideration from the donor, bargainor or 
lessor, but from the registration thereof within the county where the 
land lieth,” ete. It will be noted that the effective words of this act are 
identical in substance with section 1254 of The Code, and we are driven 
to the conclusion that the Legislature, with full knowledge of the mean- 
ing and effect of the said act of 1829, intended to apply the same rule to 
all conveyances of land, as declared in the late Act of 1885, 
. ch. 147, and we must give the same effect to it. (161) 

This view has been held and recognized by this Court in 
Maddox v. Arp, 114 N. C., 585; Quinnerly v. Quinnerly, 114 N. C.,, 
145; Allen v. Bolen, tb., 560; and in Barber v. Wadsworth, 115 N. C., 
29. In support of the above conclusions is the rule that when the equi- 
ties are equal, the legal title controls. His Honor’s intimation that the 
plaintiff could not recover was agreeable to law. 

No error. | 7 


Cited: Patterson v. Mills, 121 N. C., 267; Collins v. Davis, 132 N. C., 
109; Woods v. Tinsley, 188 N. C., 510; Pie Co. v. peut 150 N. C., 
169; Swls v. Ford, 171 N. C., 141. 
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THOMAS H. BATTLE, Execuror or 8. E. WESTRAY, v. W. S. BATTLE. 


Statute of limitations—Partial Payment by Trustee of Debtor. 


1. Partial payment on a note arrests the running of the statute of limitations 
only when it is made under such circumstances as will warrant the infer- 
ence that the debtor recognizes the debt as then existing and his willing- 
ness, or at least his obligation, to pay the balance. 


2. Where an assignment for benefit of creditors confers no power on the 
- {rustee, aS agent of the debtor, to do any act to waive the statute, or to 
express a willingness or intention to pay the debt after it becomes other- 
wise barred, a partial payment made by the trustee on a note of the 
debtor will net arrest the running or remove the bar of the statute of 
limitations, 


Action heard before Mebane, J., at Fall Term, 1894, of Nasu on a 
case agreed as follows: 


1. That on January, 1880, the defendant William S. Battle executed 
his note under seal to the testator of the plaintiff, with James S. Battle 
and Kemp P. Battle as sureties, whereby he promised to pay one day 
after date the sum of fifty thousand dollars, and delivered said 
note to said testator, S. E. Westray. (162) 
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9. That on 3 February, 1883, the defendant Wilham 8S. Battle 
executed a deed of trust to Geo. Howard and Richard H. Battle, trus- 
tees, whereby he conveyed without reservation all of his property of 
every kind and description, consisting of real and personal property, for 
and upon certain purposes and trusts in said deed declared. A copy 
of the said deed of trust is hereto attached and made a part of this agreed 
statement of facts. The said deed of trust was recorded in the public 
registry of Edgecombe and Nash counties and the trustees at* once 
entered upon the discharge of their duties. 

3. That the above-mentioned note for $50,000 is the same indebted- 
ness as that recited in said deed of trust as “about forty-eight thousand 
dollars,” the defendant having made sundry payments on said note prior 
to 8 February, 1888, and being of the opinion that the amount recited 
in said deed was the true amount due thereon. 

4, That value of said $50,000 note on 14 December, 1884, was $54,450, 
and that the said George Howard and R. H. Battle, trustees of said 
W. S. Battle, as aforesaid, by virtue of the authority and discretion 
contained in said deed, and out of the assets held by them as said 
trustees, paid to 8. E. Westray the sum of $5,445 on said 15 December, 
1884, which was the earliest moment that they could make said assets 
available, and which said sum was then credited upon said note upon 
demand of said Howard and Battle, trustees, and by and with the consent 
of the said S. E. Westray, leaving thereon a balance of $49,005 due on 
said note. 

5. That no other payment has since been made thereon, and that a 

note was left in the hands of B. H. Bunn, attorney for said S. E. 
(163) Westray, and consumed by fire when his office was burned 
1 August, 1891. 

6. That said S. E. Westray died domiciled in the State and county 
aforesaid on 15 February, 1894, leaving a last will and testament, which 
has been duly proven and recorded in the county of Nash, of which he 
appointed Thos. H. Battle executor, who at once ou and entered 
upon the discharge of his duties. 

7. That the plaintiff was at the commencement of this action and is 
now the owner of said note. 

8. That.summons in this action was issued on 5 March, 1804, 

It is agreed between the parties to this action that the same shall be 
heard and determined on the foregoing facts, and that if the court shall 
be of opinion that the plaintifi’s right of action on said note is barred by 
the statute of limitations judgment shall be rendered accordingly, and. 
if the court shall be of the contrary opinion judgment shall be rendered 
in favor of the plaintiff and against the defendant for the amount speci- 
fied above with interest and cost. 
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Upon the “case agreed” the court was of the opinion that the plain- 
tiff’s right of action was not barred by the statute of limitation and 
judgment was rendered against the defendant, who appealed. 


H. G. Connor for plaintiff. 
Don Gilliam and Shepherd & Busbee for defendant. 


, CrarK, J. The Code, Section 172, requiring an acknowledgment or 
new promise to be in writing left to the effect of a partial payment in 
removing the bar of the statute of limitations as it was before the Code 
of Civil Procedure. Bank v. Harris, 96 N. C., 118. The effect of par- 
tial payment in stopping the running of the statute is not by 
virtue of any statutory provision. It was not in the statute of (164) 
James I, but was an exception allowed by the courts, and its © 
application depends upon the reasoning in such decisions. The Act of 
9 Geo. IV, C 14, in a similar way to our statute, merely recognizes the 
exception as existing. Partial payment 1s allowed this effect only when 
it is made under such circumstances as will warrant the clear inference 
that the debtor recognizes the debt as then existing and his willingness, 
or at least his obligation, to pay the balance, Hewlett v. Schenck, 82 
N. C., 284; Pickett v. King, 34 Barb., 193; Richardson v. Thomas, 18 
Gray, 381; 1 Wood on Limitations, sec. 99. 

In the present case there was no payment by the debtor on the bond 
within ten years before action brought. The assignment conferred no 
power on the trustee, as agent of the debtor, to do any act to waive the 
statute or express a willingness or intention of the debtor to pay the 
debt after it should otherwise become barred. His agency was strictly 
limited to the duties marked out in the instrument, of paying out the 
assets in the manner stated, and bound the assignor by no implied agree- 
ment to pay more or to waive the statute. Chancellor Kent in Roose- 
felt v. Marks, 6 John, Ch. 266. Indeed, the assignment indicates an 
inability to pay anything more on the debts secured therein, and it 
would be a contradiction of its plain meaning to hold that the pro rata 
distribution of the assets thereunder by the assignee was an authorized 
expression of a willingness and intention to pay the balance and there- 
fore a waiver of the statute. It is settled that a payment by assignees 
in bankruptcy and for the benefit of creditors does not take the case out 
of the statute of limitations. 13 A. & E., 760; Burrill on Assignment 
(6 Ed.), sec. 899, and cases there cited. Belo v. Spach, 85 N. C., 

122, held that a payment by the assignee repelled the statute of (165) 
presumptions. That might well be, for to repel the presumption 
it is only necessary to show that the debt was still existing and unpaid, 
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and the payment of the assignee in bankruptcy 1s some evidence of that 
fact, but the statute of limitations is an absolute bar. To remove it, 
there is necessary some act of the debtor or by his authority, such as a 
written promise or a payment under such circumstances as implies an 
obligation to pay the balance. | 

Error. 


Cited: ‘Cone v. Hyatt, 132 N. C., 818; Robinson v. McDowell, 
1383 N. C., 185; Supply Co. v. Dowd, 146 N. C., 196; Bank v. Hamrick, 
162 N. C., 217; Bank v. King, 164 N. C., 307, 308; Barfield v. Carr, 169 
N. C., 576. 


HENRY KIRBY vy. ALEXANDER BOYETTE et al. 


Marrved Woman—Deed of Settlement—Trust—Power of .Disposal, by 
Cestua Que Trust, of Land. 


1. The power of a married woman to dispose of land held by her under a deed 
of settlement is not absolute, but limited to the mode and manner pointed 
out in the instrument. 


2. Where land was conveyed to a trustee for the sole and separate use of a 
married woman, to be free from any debts of her husband, a mortgage 
executed by her and her husband, without the joinder of the trustee, is 
void, and the fact that the trustee becomes the owner of the note secured 
by the mortgage and seeks to foreclose the latter gives it no validity. 


8. The power conferred upon married women by Article X, section 6, to dis- 
pose of her property is subject to such limitations as her grantor or 
devisor may prescribe in a deed or will. 


Action heard in a case agreed at November Term, 1893, of Witson, 
before Hoke, J., who held the mortgage sought to be foreclosed to be 
valid. The cause was referred to a referee to ascertain the amount due, 
and at June Term, 1894, judgment of foreclosure was rendered by 

Bynum, J., and defendants appealed. The material facts of the 
(166) case agreed are set out in the opinion of Associate Justice Avery. 


Shepherd & Busbee for plaintiff. 
Hf. G. Connor and EB. W. Pou for defendants. 


Avery, J. Isaac Boyette, intending to provide for his son’s wife, on 
4 May, 1867, conveyed a tract of land to Henry Kirby (to use the lan- 
guage of the instrument itself) “upon the express trust and undertak- 
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ings however that he shall hold the said land and improvements for the 
sole and separate use of Louisa V. Boyette, a married woman and her 
heirs, as a feme sole free from any debts or contracts of her, present 
husband or any future husband she may hereafter marry.” On 8 De- 
cember, 1880, the cestui gue trust Louisa and her husband executed, with 
privy examination and all of the usual legal formalities, a deed convey- 
ing the same land to Rountree, Barnes & Co., to secure payment of the 
note of the husband, Nathan Boyette, for $702.84, and advances for 
agricultural purposes made to him. The trustee, Henry Kirby, did not 
join in the mortgage deed to Rountree, Barnes & Co., but has since 
become by assignment the owner of the note, and has brought an action 
against the heirs of Louisa, cestuz que trust, who are her children by 
the marriage with Nathan Boyette, to foreclose for default in the pay- 
ment of the said note of Nathan, whose administrator is also a party 
defendant. 

The question presented is whether the deed of husband and wife, 
without the joinder of the trustee, passed the wife’s interest. 

It is settled by repeated rulings of this Court that the power of a 
married woman to dispose of land held by her under a deed of settle-. 
ment is “not absolute, but limited to the mode and manner pointed 
out in the instrument.” She ‘is to be deemed a feme sole only to (167) 
the extent of the power expressly given her in the deed of seitle- 
ment.” Hardy v. Holly, 84 N. C., 661; Kemp v. Kemp, 85 N. C., 491; 
Mayo v. Farrar, 112 N. C., 68; Monroe v. Trenholm, ib., 684; Broughton 
v. Lane, 118 N. C., 161. This Court has acted upon the theory that the 
wife derives her power of disposition of the property solely from a 
strict construction of the permissive provisions of the instrument creat- 
ing the estate. Mayo v. Farrar, supra; 3 Pomeroy Eq. Jur., sec. 1105. 

It is apparent that it was the intention of the grantor that the trustee 
should hold the land for the sole and separate use of the married woman, 
and that it should be as free from liability for any debt or contract of 
the husband as it would have been had she been a feme sole. In the 
case at bar the trustee, claiming in his individual right by assignment, 
seeks to subject the land by foreclosure of a deed which was executed 
without his assent, signified by joining as a grantor. It is manifest that 
if the Court should lend its sanction to the validity of this conveyance 
the result would be not only to subject the land to the payment of the 
husband’s debt contrary to the express intent of the grantor in the deed 
of assignment, but without the assent and at the instance of the trustee 
standing in the antagonistic attitude of holder of the husband’s note. 
In Clayton v. Rose, 87 N. C., 106, the Court said: “The argument, which 
seeks to deduce from adjudicated cases elsewhere a capacity in a feme 
covert to dispose of her equitable estate in land when not restricted by 
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the provisions of the instrument creating it as if she were sole and 
unmarried, overlooks the case of Hardy v. Holly, 84 N. C., 661. We 
must take it to be the settled law of this State, at least, that a married 
woman, as to her separate property, is to be deemed a feme sole only to 

the extent of the power expressly given her in the deed of settle- 
(168) ment.” We find therefore in the opinion in that case no support 

for the theory of the learned counsel for the plaintiff that the 
rule which the Court intended to lay down in Hardy v. Holly, supra, 
was that a feme covert, where a mode of alienation was pointed out in 
_ the deed of settlement, was subject to its express provisions, but in the 
absence of such restrictions, was under no restraint as to her power of 
disposition, except such as are imposed by Article X of the Constitution. 

It must be conceded that the headnote in Norris v. Luther, 101 N. C., 
196, is misleading, but a critical examination of the case will disclose 
the fact that a decree of sale was vacated, a sale set aside, and a deed 
canceled, because the decree had been rendered without proper service 
on a feme covert, and that ultimately some doubt was expressed by the 
Court as to the title that would pass by the sale under the later decree. 
_At all events, if the opinion is susceptible of the construction placed 
upon it by counsel, it is in conflict with the older as well as the later 
cases which we have cited. 

We are not prepared to admit that the provisions of Article X of the 
Constitution shall be construed not only as an enabling act as to the 
power of disposition of a feme sole over her separate real estate, but as a 
restriction upon the power of the person who transmits it to her by deed 
or devise to place any limit upon her authority to alien in the manner 
therein prescribed. Before the Constitution of 1868 was adopted, the 
right to devise or convey land to a trustee for the sole and separate use 
of a married woman and to restrict the power of alienation to a par- 
ticular mode, as we have seen, existed and was often exercised to protect 
females against the improvidence or extravagance of their husbands. 

We would be taking a long stride in a new direction were we to 

(169) admit that the power of disposition of real estate, with all of 
the incidental rights to impose limitations, was taken away by 
implication in conferring a restricted right of alienation upon married 
women. Hughes v. Hodges, 102 N. C., 236; Bruce v. Strickland, 81 
N. C., 267. It would seem more reasonable to hold that the Constitution 
should not be construed, when it fails to expressly so provide, as operat- 
ing In derogation of common right, and that the power conferred upon 
married women should be deemed subject both to the restrictions (as to: 
privy examination and consent of the husband) prescribed in Article X 
and to such limitations, as it is lawful for a grantor or devisor to pre- 
scribe in a deed or will. But we mention this question merely to prevent ~ 
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any misapprehension, and will not further discuss or decide it here, 
since it is not directly raised in this case. The deed of settlement was 
executed on 4 May, 1867—not in contemplation of the provision of the 
Constitution of 1868—and according to its terms was intended to pro- 
tect the land against habihty for the husband’s debt. It is needless to 
cite authorities to sustain the proposition that the power, subsequently 
conferred upon married women by the Constitution, was at all events 
subject to the constitutional right of disposition which had theretofore 
been exercised as inherent in the title acquired. 

For the reasons given we think that the judgment of the court below 
was erroneous. The court should have held upon the case agreed that 
the deed of Nathan Boyette and wife Louisa was ineffectual to convey 
the land without the joinder of the trustee. There was error. 

Reversed. 


Cited: 8S. c., 118 N. C., 244, 254; Narron v. R. R., 122 N. C., 859; 
Shannon v. Lamb, 126 N. C., 44; Dunlap v. Hill, 145 N. C., 314. 


| (170) 
PATTIE D. B. ARRINGTON et at. v. J. P. ARRINGTON, EXxrcuTor, ET AL. 


Attorney and Client—A ppearance for Both Parties—Invalid Judgment. 


1. The law does not tolerate that the same counsel may appear on both sides 
of an adversary proceeding, even colorably, and, in general, will not per- 
mit a judgment or decree so affected to stand if excepted to in due time; 
therefore, 


2. Where the attorney for certain executors and devisees, in a proceeding 
against the estate of the deceased person to sell land for the payment of 
debts, also represents a claimant and procures judgment for the latter, 
such judgment will not be allowed to stand, even though no fraud was 
intended or practiced. 


Action. heard at May Term, 1893, of Vawcn, before Shuford, J. The 
action was by Pattie D. B. Arrington and husband against J. P. Arring- 
ton, executor, and others, as the devisees of A. H. Arrington, and the 
administrator and heirs of T. J. A. Cooper, to secure the payment of a 
judgment. In response to an order of court directing him to report the 
entire amount of the outstanding liabilities of the estates of A. H. 
Arrington and Cooper, the referee reported the proportion of the judg- 
ment due by the Cooper estate to plaintiffs as the only liability against 
the Cooper estate, and the proportion of plaintiff’s judgment due by the 
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Arrington estate to plaintiffs, and the amount of a judgment in favor of 
Mrs. Nancy Bunn, as the only liabilities against that estate. By subse- 
quent orders and judgments of court in the action, the claims, as re- 
ported, were recognized, and finally judgment was rendered ordering the 
payment of plaintiffs and Nancy Bunn’s judgment by defendants. De- 
fendants 8S. L. and J. C. Arrington thereupon made a motion to have 
the judgments rendered in the action, so far as they recognized the 
(171) Nancy Bunn judgment, set aside, and from a judgment denying 
that motion those defendants appealed. From a judgment set- 
ting aside a judgment in reference to the judgment of Nancy Bunn, 
she and others appealed. | 
The other facts fully appear in the opinion of Associate Justice Mont- 
gomery. 


Battle &@ Mordecas for respondents. 
PR. B. Peebles contra. 


Monreomery, J. This case was begun in the name of Pattie D. B. 
Arrington and her husband, in Nasu in 1879, upon a judgment against . 
the executor of A. H. Arrington and the administrator and heirs of 
T. J. A. Cooper for an account and payment of said judgment, and 
against the devisees of A. H. Arrington, deceased, to subject the devised 
lands to the payment of said judgment. The questions before this Court 
arise upon a motion made in the case by the defendants the said S. L.., 
A. H. and J. OC. Arrington, children and devisees of A. H. Arrington, 
“to set aside so much of the judgments rendered in this action as estab- 
lishes or recognizes a judgment in favor of Nancy Bunn against the 
executors and devisees of A. H. Arrington, deceased (other than W. L. 
Thorpe and wife), to wit, the judgment rendered by Judge Shepherd, 
at June Term, 1885, the judgment signed by Judge Shipp as of October 
Term, 1887; the judgment of May Term, 1889; the judgment of Fall 
Term, 1890; the judgment at May Term, 1891, and all other judgments 
rendered in this action prior to May Term, 1891, relating to said claim 
or judgment of Nancy Bunn.” 

The motion was heard by Judge Shuford, at May Term, 1893, of 
Vance, and the following facts were found by the court: 

1. This action was commenced in the name of Pattie D. B. 

(172) Arrington and husband as plaintifis, returnable to the Fall Term, 
1879, of Nash Superior Court, not as a creditor’s bill, but as an 

action upon a judgment against the executor of A. H. Arrington and the 
administrator and heirs of T. J. A. Cooper, for an account and pay- 
ment of said judgment, and against the devisees of A. H. Arrington, 
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deceased, to subject the devised lands to the payment of so much of said 
judgment as the personal assets were insufficient to pay. 

2. The summons was duly served on all of the defendants. The de- 
fendant T. M. Arrington was represented by Jacob Battle, Esq., and 
John P. Arrington, as executor, by Messrs. Connor and Woodard. None 
of the other defendants were represented by counsel until at the June 
Term, 1885, when the said Jacob Battle appeared as counsel for the 
said executor and all the devisees of A. H. Arrington, deceased. 


3. At Fall Term, 1883, an order of reference was made to R. A. P. 
Cooley, Esq., on motion of plaintiff P. D, B. Arrington, directing said 
referee, among other things, to ascertain and report the entire amount 
of the outstanding liabilities of the estates of A. H. Arrington and 
Cooper, list of all claims unsatisfied against the two estates to be given. 
At June Term, 1885, of Vance (the action having in 1882 been removed 
to Vance) the referee filed his report, stating, among other things, that 
there is due on the judgment in favor of the plaintiff $9,247.44 Decem- 
ber 1, 1884, and that of this there is due from Cooper’s estate, the only 


lability against the same__-__-_.-__---_-_-.---.-_----- $3,489,131, 
And 4vom, Acrine ons) OstatGsapenscan tooo cecee ete 5,758.3014 
$9,247.44 


And that the only liability against the latter estate was “the (178) 
amount due on judgment in favor of Mrs. Nancy 
IS Peers eet ee ee ee oe eS ee oe $ 853.84 
5,785.3014 


$6,612.1414 


The referee states in his report that the cause was heard before him at 
his office in Nashville, 22 September, 1884, “all necessary parties being 
present or represented by counsel.” 

4, That there is on file in the cause no evidence other than this state- 
ment of the referee that any notice of the taking, etc., of said accounts 
was given to any of the defendants; and upon the affidavit of S. L. 
Arrington the court finds that no notice was given to the defendants 
other than John P. Arrington and T. M. Arrington. - | 

5. That prior to May Term, 1891, none of the defendants except John 
P. Arrington attended court in Vance County in person, and that the 
defendants other than John P. Arrington and T. M. Arrington did not 
consent to the order of reference made at Fall Term, 1883, before men- 
tioned, and that at that time no one was authorized to consent thereto 
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for them, and to that extent said order of reference does not speak the 
(ruta, 

6. That the defendants other than John P. Arrington and T. M. 
Arrington had no knowledge of the Nancy Bunn claim until May Term, 
1891. 

7. Before the referee, Cooley, B. H. Bunn, of counsel for Nancy Bunn, 
presented the claim of N ancy Bunn and no objection was made to it. 
Jacob Battle, representing T. M. Arrington, did not object to it, because 
he knew of no legal defense to it, and no information was given him on 
the. subject by T. M. Arrington or any one else. There was no evidence 
returned. with Cooley’s report on which said claim was based. 

8. That no notice had been given to creditors to come in and 
(174) make themselves parties to said action, and no motion had been 
made by Nancy Bunn asking to be made a party. 

9, At the June Term, 1885, Jacob Battle was counsel of record for 
the executors of A. H. Arrington and the devisees of said Arrington. 
B. H. Bunn, being engaged at home, asked said Jacob Battle, just before 
June Term, 1885 (he having been his law-partner since 1 January, 
1880), to ask all of the parties to agree that the Nancy Bunn claim 
should be paid at once. Said Battle said nothing to the parties on the 
subject. At said June Term, 1885, B. H. Bunn was not present, and 
the judgment in favor of Nancy Bunn was rendered, on motion of 
Jacob Battle, as appears of record, and was in his handwriting. This 
judgment was written and signed after said Battle had made a motion to 
be allowed to file an amended answer for the personal and real repre- 
sentatives of the two estates, which was allowed, the court stating that 
all matters must be closed except the matters raised in the amended 
answer for the first time. 

10. That all other judgments rendered ip this action, in which the 
Nancy Bunn judgment is mentioned, are in the handwriting of Jacob 
Battle, except the judgment at Fall Term, 1887, signed by W. M. 
Shipp, J., which is in the handwriting of Spier Whitaker, Esq., except 
the last eleven lines of the modified judgment, which is in the hand- 
writing of said Jacob Battle, Esq. Some of said judgments were counter- 
signed by some of the parties as appears of record. 

11. There was no adjudication of said Nancy Bunn’s claim in either 
of said judgments signed by Judge Shipp. The only reference to it in 
the modified judgment is as follows: “It having been suggested that the 

amount hereinbefore stated to be due on the judgment of Mrs. 
(175) Nancy Bunn may be incorrect, the commissioners, Whitaker and 

Battle, will pay to her any less sum which they may find to be 
due on said judgment.” 

12. That at May Term, 1891, said Jacob Battle represented the said 

102 


NC] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 


ARBRINGTON VU. ARBINGIUN 


~ 


Nancy Bunn and the executors and devisees of A. H. Arrington. Three 
of the latter, Samuel L., A. H. and J. C. Arrington were also repre- 
sented by R. B. Peebles. At said term, after examining the records of 
the case at Vance Court, said Peebles stated to said Jacob Battle that 
the Nancy Bunn judgments on the record at Vance Court were irregu- 
larly entered, and that he would, on behalf of his clients, have to move 
to set them ae That Hereauon said Jacob Battle told said Peebles 
that Nancy Bunn had in Nash County a judgment regularly rendered 
against A. H. Arrington. The said Peebles had no opportunity to 
examine the records in Nash County, and relying upon this statement, 
said Peebles signed the judgment at May Term, 1891, as of counsel for 
S. L., A. H. and J. C. Arrington. That in making this statement the 
said Jacob Battle honestly thought that the Nash County Nanty Bunn 
‘judgment was in all respects negular, 

13. That from the affidavits and other evidence filed, there 1s reason- 
able ground for believing that the Nancy Bunn judgment in Nash 
County was irregularly entered up, and that defendants in good faith 
claim to have a good and valid defense to said claim. All of the entries 
of record touching said Judgment are here attached as part of this 
finding. 

14. That in the motion to set aside, the Nancy Bunn judgments, the 
said R. B. Peebles appears of counsel for the executors and all the 
living devisees of A. H. Arrington. 

15. That the motion to set aside the judgment in favor of 
John P. Arrington, and the one in favor of Jacob Battle for as (176) 
fees and expenses, are abandoned. 

16. That Jacob Battle has never obtained permission hou the court 
to retire as counsel for the executors and devisees of A. H. Arrington or 
elther of them. . 

17. That the Nancy Bunn judgment in Nash County was alleged to 
have been obtained by W. T. Dortch as counsel for said Nancy, on a 
bond against H. G. Williams and S. S. Cooper as principals, and A. H. 
Arrington as surety, but the judgment is not signed and was written by 
the clerk’s son at the dictation of the clerk, but it does not appear to 
the satisfaction of the court when said judgment was taken or written up, 
in vacation or at term-time. 

18. That the law copartnership of B. H. Bunn and Jacob Battle was 
formed 1 January, 1880, and it did not embrace any business or cases 
either had at that time. According to the best recollection of B. H. 
Bunn, Esq., he represented the said Nancy Bunn as to her judgment in 
Nash County prior to 1 January, 1880. That Jacob Battle did not, 
until May Term, 1891, represent Nancy Bunn as her counsel, only as 
his acts and conduct 4 in reference to judgments rendered a to that 

103 


IN THE SUPREME COURT © [116 


ARRINGTON v. ABRBINGTON. 


term in this action as herein found constitute him her attorney. And 
upon the foregoing facts, it is considered and adjudged that the judg- 
ments rendered in this action at the May Term, 1891, so far as it relates 
to the judgment of Nancy Bunn, be and the same is hereby vacated and 
set aside, for the reason that the same was signed by counsel, and Jacob 
Battle, Esq., was representing the said Nancy Bunn, and also the real 
and personal representatives of A. H. Arrington, deceased. It is further 
considered by the court that the acts and conduct of said Jacob Battle, 
prior to said May Term, 1891, did not constitute him the attorney of 
Nancy Bunn, and that the personal and real representatives of A. H. 
| Arrington’s estate are bound by his acts, and the motion to set 

(177) aside so much of the judgments rendered prior to May Term, 

1891, as relates to the said Nancy Bunn judgment, is refused. 

Upon -the foregoing facts the court rendered judgment vacating and ~ 
. setting aside the judgment obtained in this action at May Term, 1891, 
so far as it related to the judgment of Nancy Bunn, for the reason that 
same was signed by counsel and Jacob Battle was representing the said 
Nancy Bunn, and also the real and personal representatives of A. H. 
Arrington, deceased. The court declared at the same time “that Jacob 
Battle did not until May Term, 1891, represent Naney Bunn as her 
counsel, only as his act and nouduet in reference to judgment rendered 
prior to that term in this action as herein found constituted him her 
attorney”; that the personal and real representative of A. H. Arring- 
ton’s estate was bound by his acts and deeds, and the motion to set aside 
the said judgments as set 6ut in the motion other than the one of May, 
1891, was refused. The respondents appealed to this Court from so 
much of the judgment as set aside the judgment of May Term, 1891, so 
far as it affected the Nancy Bunn judgment, filing the following excep- 
tions to his Honor’s findings: 

1. For that the respondents requested the court to find fully the facts 
as to N ancy J. Bunn’s transferring her judgment debt on 16 May, 1891, 
as stated in her affidavit and the affidavit of Jacob Battle, and the court 
failed to do so. 

2. For that the court failed to declare, as a matter of law, that this 
consent judgment of May Term, 1891, could not be set aside save for 
fraud or mutual mistake, and that there was no evidence to show either. 

3. For that the court failed to find fully the circumstances of the 

rendition. of the judgment in favor of Nancy J. Bunn, and 
(178) especially that it was rendered at a regular term of the court. 

4. For that the court failed to declare, as a matter of law, that 
the judgment aforesaid (to wit, the said judgment in favor of Nancy 
Bunn) was not so irregular that it could be set aside after so many 
years. 
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5. For that the court failed to find that the judgment of May Term, 
1891, was made after the question in relation to the Nancy Bunn debt 
or claim had arisen, and that in respect to that question the said Jacob 
Battle and the said A. H., S. L. and J. C. Arrington, acting through 
their attorney, R. B. Peebles, were dealing at arm’s length. 

6. For that the court failed to rule that the claim of payment set up 
in 8S. L. Arrington’s affidavit, dated 1 June, 1892, was unreasonable and 
completely negatived by counter affidavits filed by the petitioners. 

7. For that the court failed to rule that there was presumption of law 
that when the judgment in favor of Nancy Bunn was rendered, the bond 
on which it is alleged the same was rendered was canceled and filed with 
the clerk, and that such presumption is not repelled by the fact that the 
bond cannot now be found in the clerk’s office of Nash Superior Court. 

Such of the above exceptions as relate simply to the findings of fact by 
his Honor are not reviewable here. Upon the facts found, and especially 
upon the one that at May Term, 1891, Jacob Battle represented Nancy 
Bunn and the executors and devisees of A. H. Arrington, his Honor ren- 
dered judgment vacating and setting agide that part of the judgment of 
May, 1891, which related to the Nancy Bunn judgment, and from which 
the respondents appealed. As we find no error in that part of the judg- 
ment of the court, rendered by Judge Shuford, setting aside and vacat- 
ing the judgment of May Term, 1891, so far as it relates to the 
Nancy Bunn judgment, it is not necessary to pass upon the (179) 
exceptions of the respondents to the other findings of law by the 
court. It was not necessary for the court to have found actual fraud 
intended or perpetrated, in rendering its judgment. Indeed, in Moore v. 
Gidney, 76 N. C., 38, where it appeared that the attorney for an admin- 
istrator, In proceedings against the widow and heirs at law of the intes- 
tate to sell land to make assets for the payment of debts, also drew the 
answer in the cause, and that without fee, and a sale took place under 
the proceedings which were afterwards set aside on account of this action 
of the attorney, this Court said: “But it is denied that the counsel of 
the plaintiff acted as the defendant’s counsel further than in drawing 
up her answer; and we are satisfied that no improper influence was in- 
tended. Yet the law does not tolerate that the same counsel may appear 
on both sides of an adversary proceeding, even colorably; and in general 
will not permit a judgment or decree so affected to stand if made the 
subject of exception in due time by the parties injured thereby. The 
presumption in such cases is that the party was unduly influenced by — 
that relation, and the opposite party cannot take the benefit of it.” As 
to that part of the judgment of the court below setting aside and vacating 
the judgment of 1891, so far as it relates to the Nancy Bunn judgment, 
the same is affirmed. 
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In the appeal of S. L. and J. C. Arrington, defendants: 


Monrtcomery, J. From so much of the judgment overruling the 
exceptions filed to the report of J. M. Mullen, referee, at October Term, 
1891, by the defendants, which exceptions are as follows: 

2. For that he finds that said estate is indebted to Nancy Bunn 
$1,035.89, and interest $12.68. | 

4, For that he finds that in April, 1869, H. G. Williams, 8. S. 
(180) Cooper and A. H. Arrington confessed judgment to Nancy Bunn, 
before the clerk of the Superior Court for Nash County, for 

$191 89. 32, of which $1,100 is principal. 

5. For that he finds that the so-called Nancy Bunn judgment was 
revived, as stated in said report; and also from that part of said judg- 
ment refusing to vacate and set aside all the aforesaid judgments named 
in defendant’s motion and rendered in this action, in so far as they 
relate to said judgment in favor of Nancy Bunn, the executors of A. H. 
Arrington and the devisees of A. H. Arrington, other than W. L. Thorpe 
and wife, appealed to this Court, assigning as errors in the rulings and 
‘udgment of the court below the following : 

1. In overruling said exception No. 2. 

2. In overruling said exception No. 4. 

8. In overruling said exception No. 5. 

4, In receiving evidence of Jacob Battle to contradict the record of 
the judgment rendered at June Term, 1885, which shows upon its face 
that said judgment in favor of Nancy Bunn was obtained on the motion 
of said Jacob Battle, and was signed by him as attorney, and by Bunn & 
Battle, attorneys for Spier Whitaker, trustee. 

5. In holding that upon the facts found Jacob Battle never acted as 
counsel for Nancy Bunn in this action prior to the May Term, 1891. 

6. In holding that the facts found and the acts shown by the records 
did not constitute Jacob Battle Nancy Bunn’s attorney in obtaining said 
judgment for her in this action. 

7. In refusing to set aside the judgment rendered in Nancy Bunn’s 
favor in this action at June Term, 1885, upon the facts found. 

8. In refusing to set aside the last-named judgment upon the facts 

~ found, and those appearing upon the face of the record. 
(181) 9. In refusing to set aside the other judgments complained of 
upon the facts found. 

10. In refusing to set aside said judgments upon the facts found, and 
those appearing upon the face of the record. 

11. In refusing to set aside said judgments as fraudulent. and void. 

12. In refusing to set aside said judgments as being rendered without 
process and without a day in court. 
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18. In holding that the defendants, represented by R. B. Peebles, were 
bound by the acts of Jacob Battle, at June Term, 1885, in regard to the 
Naney Bunn claim. | 

14. All other errors appearing upon the record. 

It is unnecessary to pass seriafim upon all of the exceptions. Upon 
all the facts which his Honor found, and especially upon his findings 
4, 5, 6, 9, 10, 12, 18, 16, 17, we are satisfied that he erred when he 
te to set rae ae vacate all the judgments rendered in this case 
and named in defendant’s motion, in so far as they concern the Nancy 
Bunn judgment. (It appears in the respondent’s appeal that the judg- 
~ ment of May, 1891, was set aside in so far as it affected the Nancy Bunn 
judgment.) These findings of fact, when summarized, appear to be: 

1. That at June Term, 1885, Jacob Battle was counsel of record for 
the executors of A. H. Arrington and the devisees of said Arrington, 
including these defendants, and that at that term the judgment in favor 
of Nancy Bunn was rendered on motion of Jacob Battle, as appears of 
record and was in his handwriting. 

2. That all other judgments rendered in this action in which the 
Nancy Bunn judgment is mentioned are in the handwriting of Jacob 
Battle, except the judgment at Fall Term, 1887, which is in the hand- 
writing of Spier Whitaker, except the last eleven lines of 
the modified judgment, which is in the handwriting of said (182) 
Jacob Battle. 

3. That at May Term, 1891, Jacob Battle represented Nancy Bunn 
and the executors and devisees of A. H. Arrington. 

4. That there was reasonable ground for believing that the Nancy 
Bunn judgment in Nash County was irregularly entered up and that 
defendants in good faith claim to have a good and valid defense to said 
claim. 

5. That Jacob Battle had never obtained, up to May Term, 1893, per- 
mission from the court to retire as counsel for the executors and devisees 
of A. H. Arrington, or either of them. 

6. That the Nancy Bunn judgment in Nash County was alleged to 
have been obtained by a lawyer of good standing for said Nancy, is not 
signed, and was written by the clerk’s son at the dictation of the clerk, 
but it does not appear to the satisfaction of. the court when said judg-- 
ment was taken or written up, in vacation or in term-time. 

7. That the defendants appellants had no knowledge of the Nancy 
Bunn judgment until May Term, 1891, and had no notice given them of 
the reference to R. A. P. Cooley at Fall Term, 1883. This Court cannot . 
go behind the facts found by the court below, but the last sentence of 
finding 10 of the court more than authorizes us to look at the records 
referred to, and in doing so we find that the judgment of May, 1885, 
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was signed “Jacob Battle, Attorney,” and “Bunn & Battle, attorneys-for— 
Spier Whitaker, trustee.” It appears also from the findings of the 
judge that there is reasonable ground for believing that the Nancy 
Bunn judgment in Nash County was irregularly entered up and that 
defendants in good faith claimed to have a good and valid defense to 

said claim. There is therefore danger of loss to the defendants 
(183) by reason of the judgments in Vance Superior Court in this case 

so far as those judgments relate to the Nancy Bunn judgment. 
The court found as a fact that the said Jacob Battle honestly thought 
that the Nash County judgment (Nancy Bunn judgment) was in all 
respects regular. As we said in the respondents’ appeal, it is not neces- 
sary that there should have been actual fraud in the procurement of 
those judgments, in order that they might be set aside by motion, but that 
the rule which forbids the same attorney for representing both parties in 
adversary proceedings rests upon the broad principle of public policy, 
which precludes persons occupying these fiduciary relations from repre- 
senting conflicting interests that may tempt them to disregard duty and 
lead to injury on one side or the other. The law will not permit its 
licensed attorneys to assume relations that will subject them to tempta- 
tion, upon grounds of public policy; and it is for this reason that an 
attorney will not be permitted to represent both sides in any litigated 
matter. Gooch v. Peebles, 105 N. C., 411. 

After a careful review of each and fil of the findings of his Honor, we 
have no difficulty in arriving at the conclusion that those findings con- 
stituted, in law, Jacob Battle the attorney of Nancy Bunn at the times 
of the rendition of all the judgments named in the defendant’s motion 
in this case, in her favor; and we are of the opinion that the judge below 
erred in not so finding as matter of law, and that he also erred in not 
setting aside and vacating each and all of the judgments in Vance Supe- 
rior Court, named in defendants’ motion in this case. The said excep- 
tions by the defendants to the report of J. M. Mullen, referee, at October 
Term, 1891, ought to have been sustained for the reason that there was 

no proof offered to the said referee except the record pertaining 
(184) to the said judgments, and that was not sufficient. 
The judgment below is 

Reversed. 

_ Cited: Cotton Mills v. Cotton Mulls, post, 652; Henry v. Hilhard, 

120 N. C., 483; Ellis v. Massenburg, 126 N. C., 134: Holt v. Ziglar, 
159 N. C., 219; Girlie v. May, 172 N.C., 198. 
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L. P. ELLIOT v. G. T. TYSON. 
Practice—Appeal from Judgment for Costs. 
Where nothing is involved except costs, an appeal will not be allowed. 


ProcrEeprnes under section 1756 of The Code, commenced before the 
elerk of the Superior Court of Pir, to settle a controversy between a 
landlord and a tenant, and heard on appeal before Bynum, J., and a 
jury, at March Term, 1894, of Pitt Superior Court. The defendant 
appealed. | | 


J. B. Batchelor and T. J. Jarvis for plaintiff. 
Shepherd & Busbee for defendant. 


Fatrctotu, C. J. In this action the parties settled their matters by 
paying and receiving from each other, according to the contract. At the 
conclusion of the trial the court rendered a judgment in favor of the 
plaintiff and against the defendant for costs only, and the defendant 
appealed. When nothing is involved except costs, an appeal will not 
be allowed. Clark’s Code, 560; Futrell v. Deans, ante, 38. When the 
subject matter of the action. has been lost, destroyed or adjusted 
between the parties, an appeal will not be allowed for costs only. (185) . 
S. v. Byrd, 93 N. C., 624. 


Cited: 8. ¢., 117 N. C., 114; Herring v. Pugh, 125 N. C., 438. 


T. B. HOLDEN vy. B. P. STRICKLAND. 


Practice—-Issues—Assets of Decedent—Resulting Trust—Lien for 
Money Advanced to Pay for Land—Discharge of Trust—Subroga- 


tron. | 


1. This Court will not consider the objection that there was no evidence, or 
not sufficient evidence, to submit certain issues to the jury, unless the 
point was raised before such issues were submitted. 

2. The real or personal assets of a deceased person cannot be applied to the 
payment of his debts, where there is no lien, except by or through his 
personal representative. . 

8. Where land is bought with the money of one person and is conveyed to 
another, the latter is a trustee for the lender to the extent of the money 
so paid, without any express agreement to that effect. 
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4. Where H. held land in trust, first to pay a debt for money advanced for its 
purchase, and then for the benefit of another, the creditor has an equitable 
lien thereon until the debt is paid, and this is not destroyed by his sur- 
rendering the note of H., representing such debt for the notes of the re- 
sulting cestui que trust and others given in settlement of the original debt. 


5. Where land is held in trust for the payment of a debt, a third person, who 
is compelled by law to pay it, is subrogated to the rights of the creditor, 
and may collect the amount so pare from the land. 


Aorton heard before Shuford, J 5 at. pril neta 1893, of FrawK1in. 
| There was judgment for the plaintiff and defendants appealed. 
(186) The facts appear in the opinion of Associate Justice Furches. 


C. M. Cooke for plaintcff. 
N.Y. Gulley for defendant. 


Furcuss, J. It appears that Richard Holden, Sr., father of the plain- 
tiff and of the feme defendant, was the owner of a considerable body of 
land, but was in debt, upon which judgments have been recovered against 
him for more than $1,600, and in March, 1872, the sheriff of Franklin 
County sold said land under execution, then in his hands issuing on the 
judgments, At the sale these lands were bid off by Richard Holden, Jr., 
at the price of $1,629.00, an amount sufficient to satisfy the judgments. 
Young Holden did not have the money to make this purchase, but bid 
them off under an arrangement made between himself, his father 
Richard Holden, Sr., and F. L. B. Harris. Harris was to furnish the 
money to pay for the land, and Richard Holden, Jr., gave his note to 
Harris for the same, and was to take a deed for the land and hold it, 
first in trust to pay Harris back his money, and then in trust for his 
father, Richard Holden, Sr. This was all done, and the Holdens, it 
seems, commenced to pay Harris his money. But in 1874, and before 
Harris had been paid in full, Richard Holden, Jr., died, the legal title 
of the land still being in him. That not long after the death of Richard 
Holden, Jr., his father, Richard Holden, Sr., commenced an action 
against his widow and heirs at law in the Superior Court of Franklin 
County, alleging the facts above stated and demanding a judgment de- 
claring the defendants (the widow and heirs at law of Richard Holden, 
Jr.) trustees of said land and that they be required to convey to him. 
And the court so adjudged, and under the decree of the court the legal 

title to the land was made.to Richard Holden, Sr. Harris was 
(187) not a party to this action and not bound by the judgment therein, 
nor the conveyance made thereunder. That after this, in may, 
1888, the debt to Harris then being reduced to $409.38, Harris surren- 
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ders the note given him in 1872 by Richard Holden, Jr.; and Richard 
Holden, Sr., Bryant M. Holden, F. C. Holden and T. B. Holden execute 
their note to the said F. L. D. Harris for the amount still remaining due 
on the note of Richard Holden, Jr., (B: M. Holden, F. C. Holden and © 
T. C. Holden, being sons of Richard Holden, Sr.). That after this last 
note was given, there was paid on it the sum of $182.50 and some time 
after this the said Richard Holden, Sr., died, leaving the remainder of 
the Harris debt unpaid. At the time of the execution of this last note 
to Harris, Richard Holden, Sr., was still the legal owner of 450 acres 
of the land originally bought by Richard Holden, Jr., which he divided 
into three lots and executed separate deeds therefor, conveying one of 
the said lots to the plaintiff T. B. Holden, one lot to F. C. Holden and 
the other lot to his daughter, Dora C. Strickland, then the wife of Frank 
Green, and the consideration expressed in all these deeds is natural love 
and affection. But the plaintiff alleges that there was another considera- 
tiou for all these deeds in addition to that of natural love and affection ; 
and that was that the grantees should each pay one-third of the Harris 
debt, then unpaid, and that the deeds were executed with this under- 
standing, and that the defendant Dora took her lot under this agreement, 
which plaintiff says was a parol trust. He then alleges that after the 
death of his father, Richard Holden, Sr., Harris brought a suit in the 
Superior Court of Franklin County on the note given him by Richard 
Holden, Sr., and B. M. Holden, F. C. Holden and himself, in which he 
set up the trust of 1872 when the land was purchased by Richard | 
Holden, Jr. That in this action Harris recovered judgment on 

his note, and had the trust of 1872 declared, and decree and order (188) 
to sell said land to satisfy his judgment. That plaintiff was one 

of the signers of said note and a defendant in said action, and, as Harris 
was proceeding to sell his land under said judgment and to prevent his 
lands from being sold, he paid off and satisfied the Harris judgment, and 
now asks that the lot conveyed to the defendant Dora be subjected to the 
payment of one-third of the amount he paid said Harris. 

Defendants in their answer admit that the land was bought by Richard 
Holden, Jr., as alleged; that Harris furnished the money and that said 
Richard took an absolute deed for the land, but in trust, first to pay 
Harris back the purchase money, and then in trust-for his father Richard 
Holden, Sr., and that Richard, Sr., is dead and that Harris brought suit 
and recovered judgment as alleged. But they say that the defendants 
were not parties to this action and not bound by the judgment, and they 
deny that the defendant Dora agreed to pay anything on the Harris 
debt, or that she took her lot under any parol trust from her father. 
But on the contrary she took it free from any trust whatever and is now 
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the absolute owner thereof, free from any claim of the plaintiff thereon, 
and denies the plaintifi’s right to recover. 

The court submitted the following issues to the jury: 

1. Did Richard Holden leave any personal property applicable to the 
debt of F. L. B. Harris? Answer: No. 

2. If so, what was the value? “Answer: None. 

3. What was the proportion in value of the tract conveyed to de- 
fendant Dora to the whole tract of 450 acres as conveyed? Answer: 
One-third. 

4. Did Richard Holden at the time of his conveyance of the land to 

defendant Dora Strickland retain sufficient property to pay his 
(189) debts and available for that purpose? Answer: No. 
5. Did Richard Holden, Sr., convey the land to defendant 
Dora in trust to pay its proportion of the Harris debt as alleged in the 
complaint? Answer: Yes. 

6. Did Harris abandon his original trust on the land before the con- 
veyance of the land to the feme defendant? Answer: No. 

The case on appeal appears to set out the whole evidence. F. C. 
Holden, a witness for plaintiff, among other things testified under objec- 
tion of defendants, as follows: “I have settled my part of the Harris 
debt with my brother T. B. Holden. I paid him in land to the amount 
of $150. There was no money passed. When my father divided up the 
land he told me and T. B. Holden and Frank Green, who was then my 
sister’s husband, that the Harris debt had not been paid; that he wished 
to divide his land, and we must help him pay that debt. He said he 
would do what he could, but if he could not pay it all we would have to 
pay the balance. This was the day the land was being run out for 
division. Mine was run out before that time. Frank Green was my 
sister’s husband and was there to see how the lines were run. My sister 
was not there. I went home after the land was surveyed and was not 
present when the deeds were written ;” and defendants excepted. This 
is the only exception presented by the record, and the evidence above 
quoted and objected to seems to be all the evidence as to a parol trust, 
as between Richard Holden, Sr., and the defendant Dora, except the 
testimony of W. R. Martin, in which he says: “I went over there to take 
probate of some deeds, and Richard Holden, Sr., in the course of a con- 
versation said something about he had divided up his lands and his 
children would have to pay the Harris debt.” 

We do not think this evidence competent or sufficient to au- 

(190) thorize the court to submit the fourth issue to the jury, and if 
| the defendants had asked the court so to instruct the jury, we 
would have sustained their prayer. But as no such prayer was made, 
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we cannot consider this question as to whether there was any evidence, 
or any such evidence as should have been submitted to the jury. S. »v. 
Kiger, 115 N. C., 746. And we prefer to put our opinion upon facts 
admitted or not disputed rather than upon the exception to evidence. 
which seems to have been immaterial and to have proved so an if 
anything. 

It is contended that the judgment below should be sustained upon the 
doctrine of contribution, and Badger v. Daneel, 79 N. C., 372, is cited 
as authority for this Crit But we do not think so. Nor do we think 
Badger v. Dantel supports this position. In that case the personal repre- 
sentative of Joyner, the debtor, as well as his devisees were made parties 
to the action. This being so—that is, the estate of Joyner being repre- 
sented—the matter of contribution was worked out. - But our case differs 
from Badger v. Daniel in several important and, we think, essential 
respects. The first is, as we have stated, in that case the personal rep- 
resentative of the debtor’s estate was a party, and in this case the per- 
sonal representative is not a party. And we think it a well settled rule 
in this State that no assets of a deceased person can be applied to the 
payment of debts (where there is no lien) except by or through the 
personal representative, whether lands or personal effects. Yuck v. 
Walker, 106 N. C., 285; Mauney v. Holmes, 87 N. C., 428; Murchison v. 
Walliams, T1 N. c 135. Another distinction 1s that i in Badger v. Daniel, 
_ the lands there subjected to the payment of the debts of the testator were 
willed to the defendants, other than the executor, and under the law 
they were subject to the payment of debits; while in this case the lands 
of the defendant were not willed to her by the debtor, but were 
conveyed to her by deed during the lifetime of the debtor, and (191) 
were not like the lands devised in Badger v. Daniel, subject to the 
payment of any debt due by Richard Holden, Sr., at the time of his 
death, unless the conveyance was made in fraud of such debt. They are 
not void as contended, but only voidable under the statute of 13th Eliza- 
beth, if conveyed in fraud of creditors. And this under our law ean 
only be determined by or through the personal representative. Mur- 
chison v. Williams and Tuck v. Walker, supra. 


But it is admitted that Richard Holden, Jr., bought the land and that 
Harris’ money paid for it, and that Holden took a deed for the same 
under the express agreement to hold it in trust, first to repay Harris the 
purchase money, and then in trust for his father, Richard Holden, Sr. 

The fact that the land was bought and paid for with the money of 
Harris constituted Holden a trustee for Harris’ benefit to the extent of 
the money paid, without the express agreement that he was to hold it in 
trust for Harris. York v. Landis, 65 N. C., 535; Stallings v. Lane, 88 
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N. ©., 214. And the equitable estate would have been in Harris by 
operation of law. But in this case there was not only the trust the law 
created, but there was an express trust that Richard Holden, Jr., should 
hold it, first to pay Harris’ debt and then for his father. This being so, 
the equitable estate in said land was in Harris until his debt was paid. 
Shelton v. Shelton, 58 N. C., 292; Shields v. Whitaker, 82 N. C., 516. 
And the fact that he surrendered the note given him by Richard Holden, 
Jr., and took the note of Richard Holden, Sr., and his three sons B. M. 
Holden, F. C. Holden and T. B. Holden, did not discharge the trust to 
him. Hyman v. Devereux, 63 N. C., 624; [james v. Gaither, 938 N. C., 
358. But it did change the evidence of debt, and give him other addi- 
tional security therefor. Before this note was executed, neither 

(192) was Richard Holden, Sr., B. M. Holden, T. B. Holden or F. C. 
Holden bound to Harris for the debt. But after that, they were 

all bound for the debt, and he might collect it out of either of them if it 
became necessary to do so. And though the case does not say so in so 
many words, we think sufficient appears to show that this new note was 
given by Richard Holden, Sr., as principal, and his sons, as sureties. 
This being so, Richard, Sr., and then the lands were bound for this debt 
first ; the sureties to the note were only bound as sureties, both to Richard, 
Sr., and to the land, which had already been dedicated to the payment 
of this debt. In other words, B. M. Holden, F. C. Holden and T. B. 
_ Holden were sureties to both Richard Holden, Sr., and also to the land. 

And Richard Holden, Sr., and the land were both principal debtors as to 
these sureties. And this being so, it would seem that as T. B. Holden 
had paid the debt of his principal, he would have the right to be reim- 
bursed out of the principal—the land. York v. Landis, supra; Nelson v. 
Withtams, 22 N. C., 118; Bank v. Jenkins, 64 N. C., 719; Matthews v. 
Joyce, 85 N. C., 258. 

But there is another view presented by the facts in this case, which 
scems to us to sustain the plaintiff’s right to recover as against the de- 
fendants, and that is, the whole of the 450 acres of land was dedicated 
to the payment of the Harris debt. He had the right to collect one-third 
of his debt out of the lot given to defendant Dora, And when the plain- 
tiff was compelled by judgment to pay Harris, he was subrogated to 
- the rights of Harris. Bell v. Jasper, 37 N. C., 597; Fox v. Alexander, 
36 N. C., 340; Harris v. Harrison, 78 N. C., 202; Heron v. Marshall, 
42 Am, Dec., 447, and note; Ins. Co. v. Middleport, 124 U. S., 534. 
This being so, it seems to us the judgment below should be sustained. 

Affirmed. 


Avery, J., concurring: The only testimony offered to subject 
(193) the land conveyed by the father to his daughter (now Mrs. 
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Strickland, then Mrs. Green) by deed absolute upon its face, with the 
burden of the trust, is that of the grantee’s brother, and is as fol- 
lows: “When my father divided up the land he told me and T. B. Holden 
und Frank Green, who was then my sister’s husband, that the Harris 
debt had not been paid; that he wished to divide up his land and we 
must help to pay that debt. He said he would do what he could, but if he 
could not pay it all we would have to pay the balance. This was the 
day the land was being run out for division. Mine had been run out 
before that time. Frank Green was my sister’s husband and -was there. 
My sister was not present. JI went home after the land was surveyed, 
and was not present when the deeds were written.” 

Tt is an established rule of law that, in order to the creation of a parol 
rust thereby, the declaration of a grantor must be made either prior to, 
ar cotemporaneously with the execution of the deed, and must be sufh- 
ciently explicit and definite to indicate clearly what is the subject- 
matter of the trust, the extent of the charge or burden imposed and the 
purpose for which it is imposed. 1 Perry, Trusts, sec. 77. This princi- 
ple arises out of the very nature of a trust, which is an unexecuted use, 
and which, when created before the enactment of the statute of uses, by 
a declaration accompanying or preceding a feoffment, must have been 
so certain that the witnesses could bear in their memories such a clear 
and determinate recollection of the conscientious duty devolved upon 
the feoffee, as would enable the ecclesiastical court to enforce it, had 
simply said, when erecting monuments to indicate division boundaries, 
that unless he should meantime discharge a certain debt, his children, 
who would be enfeoffed by him of shares unequal in quantity and 
value of his land, must pay it, without indicating in what pro- (194) 
portion, no court of conscience would have assumed to declare 
that his purpose was to require them to pay equal portions of the debt 
out of unequal bounties bestowed by him. This is but an illustration of 
the necessity for the rule that, while trusts attending the transmission of 
the legal estate by deed may be created by oral declarations, and while 
the proof need not be supported by testimony such as is required to con- 


vert an absolute deed into-a mortgage (Shields v. Whitaker, 82 N. C., 


516), the courts will not attempt to enforce them unless the purpose of 
the grantor be clearly expressed. 1 Perry, supra, sec. 83. “Indeed 
(says Perry in the section cited), courts require demonstration on the 
latter point, and the trust will not be executed if the precise nature of 
it (the subject-matter of the trust) and the particular persons who are 


to take as cestuis que trust, and the proportions in which they are to 


take, cannot be ascertained.” The same rule as to ascertaining from 
the terms of the trust the certainty of the subject-matter and the manner 
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of disposition of the trust fund among those who are to receive it, 
obtains, whether the trust be declared orally or in writing, and whether 
by devise or other writing, or by oral declarations made prior to, or 
accompanying the execution of a deed, and whether the trust is created 
for the benefit of children or in favor of creditors. It 1s competent to 
create a charge upon land to pay debts by declarations made at the same 
time and subject to the same limitations, as where the trust is raised to 
provide for children. 8 Pom. Eq. Jur., sec. 1244 to 1248. In either 
ease the declaration, in order to its enforcement, ought to show or in 
some way enable the court to ascertain either in what proportion the 
burden is to be borne by several holders of the legal estate, or in what 
ratio benefits are to be apportioned between cestuis que trust, as the 
case may be. Speaking of this subject, Lewin (Vol. 1, star page 
(195) 56 of his work on Trusts) says that a trust will not “be executed 
if the precise nature of the trust cannot be ascertained.” Has 
the exact nature of the trust been determined in this case? Id certum 
est quod certum reddi potest. It has been found by the jury that the 
tract of land conveyed to the feme defendant was one-third in value of 
the whole landed estate of her father. The purpose of the father there- 
fore to impose a charge of one-third of whatever debt was still due at the 
time of his death, may be fairly implied from his language. This con- 
clusion is not reached without difficulty, but it is probably safe to rest the 
decision upon the principle that 1t was the expressed intention of Richard 
Holden, Sr., to charge all of the tracts of land conveyed to his children 
by voluntary deed with the debt for the purchase money unpaid at his 
death, and that he could so charge it by declaration preceding or accom- 
panying the execution of the deed. 3 Pomeroy, supra. If her share is 
one-third, as the jury found, it is not inequitable to subject it to one- 
third of the debt still due, in furtherance of what appeared to be her 
father’s purpose. If the amount of the charge in favor of the original 
creditor was one-third of the debt, then when her brother discharged the 
lien, was he not subrogated pro tanto to the rights of the creditor against 
her? It must be admitted, as already stated, that Richard Holden, Sr., 
could create and did create by his declaration a charge upon the whole 
of the land in favor of the creditor, and that charge could have been 
enforced by the creditor or his representatives. 2 Story Eq. Jur., p. 
589, sec. 1244. 

If T. B. Holden was his father’s surety and as such paid the whole 
of the debt, then the statute (Code, sec. 2093 to 2096) gives him a right 
of action against cosureties at law, and also such priority as the creditor 
would have had as a claimant against his father’s estate. The 

creditor had a priority as an incumbrance, holding a claim that 


(196) must have been satisfied out of the land before it could have been 
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subjected to pay any claim against the grantee and before her title 
could be perfected. 19 A. & E., 84; Abbott’s Law Dictionary—Priority. 
If by virtue of the declaration a charge was created in favor of Harris, 
the creditor, then T. B. Holden, on payment of that debt, constituting 
the charge and having priority over other claims, was, as surety, subro- 
gated in equity to the rights of the creditor, arising either out of any 
prior lien or indemnity in his favor, against the land conveyed to the 
feme defendant (Peebles v. Gay, 115 N. C., 38) and was entitled to 
recover one-third of the debt, which he paid as surety of his father, from 
the feme defendant as the holder, subject to the charge imposed by her 
father upon the one-third in value of the land burdened with the debt, 
which he conveyed to her. It seems to have been conceded, if it did not 
appear positively, that T. B. Holden was, though nominally a principal, 
in reality the surety of his father. Welfare v. Thompson, 83 N. C., 
276. For the reasons given, I think the judgment should be affirmed. 


Crarg, J., concurring: Richard Holden died leaving an indebtedness 
or the balance due on purchase money for land and no personal property | 
applicable to his debts. Prior te his death he had divided this land; the 
sole property he had, among his three children, one of whom is the de- 
fendant, and conveyed it to them by deed. The jury find that Richard 
Holden at the time of these conveyances by him did not retain sufficient 
property to pay his debts and available for that purpose and that the 
defendant received one-third of the land in value. The deeds on their 
face express that they are made in consideration of natural love and 
affection and it is admitted that there was no valuable considera-— 
tion. (197) 

Harris brought an action on the bond for the purchase money 
against the executor of Richard Holden and obtained judgment for the 
amount due. with a decree that the one-third of the land conveyed by 
Richard Holden to the plaintiff should be subject to payment of the 
debts because it was a voluntary deed and void as to creditors. The 
plaintiff paid off said judgment and his brother has repaid him one- 
third, and this is a proceeding to subject that third of the land which is 
in possession of the defendant to the repayment of the other third. 

The jury find as a fact that when Richard Holden conveyed this third 
of the land to the defendant it was expressly charged with the duty of 
paying its one-third of the Harris debt. This should be conclusive. 
But if we put that entirely on one side, this would still be so by opera- 
tion of law without any agreement, on two grounds: 

First. It is alleged in the complaint and is submitted in the answer 
that the indebtedness to Harris was secured by the conveyance of the 


land to a trustee to pay the purchase money and afterwards to convey 
: 117 


IN THE SUPREME COURT (116° 


‘ HouLpen v. STRICKLAND. 


—_——— ee 


to Richard Holden. The trustee having died, a decree was made in-an 
action brought by Richard Holden against the widow and heirs at law 
of the trustee for a conveyance to Richard Holden, but the creditor 
Harris was not a party to that proceeding and was unaffected by it. 
His Honor also correctly instructed the jury that the trust in favor of 
the creditor was not abandoned. His taking a new note for the balance 
due and unpaid on the purchase money, in the absence of evidence to 
show such an intention, was not an abandonment of. the security. 
Hyman v. Devereux, 63 N. C., 624. One part of the trust property hav- 
ing paid the debt, this part which passed without any consideration to 

the defendant is chargeable to contribute its pro rata. Adams 
(198) Eq., 570; Stanly v. Stocks, 16 N. C., 318. 

Secondly. The conveyances to the three children being entirely 
voluntary, were void as to creditors, since property sufficient and avail- 
able to pay his debts was not retained by the father. Each share so con- 
veyed is liable for its proportionate part of the debt, and as the plain- 
tiff’s share has by decree of a court been subjected to the payment of 
the whole debt, he is clearly entitled to be re1mbursed by a decree sub- 
jecting the one-third of the land conveyed to the defendants to an order 
of sale for the repayment of the one-third of the debt for which the de- 
fendant’s share was chargeable and which plaintiff has been heretofore 
forced to pay under the orders of the court. This would be so if the de- 
fendant had been a devisee. Badger v. Dantel, 79 N. C., 372, 382; 
Green v. Green, 69 N. C., 95; 4 A. & E., 11; Taylor v. Taylor, 48 Am. 
Dec., 400; Schermerhorn v. Barhgdt, 9 Paige, 28; Clowes v. Dickerson, 
5 Johns. Ch., 235. And she is in no better position as one of the grantees 
of the father under a deed void as to creditors. This view renders 
the exceptions taken immaterial, and if there was error, as to which it 
is unnecessary to intimate any opinion, such error was harmless. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Cobb v. Edwards, 117 N. C., 247; Turner v. Lumber Co., 119 
N. C., 400; S. v. Moore, 120 N. C., 578; S. v. Wilson, 121 N. C., 657; 
Owens v. Williams, 180 N. C., 168; Davison v. Gregory, 182 N. C., 
396; Pharr v. R. R., ib., 422; Gaylord v. Gaylord, 150 N. C., 237; 
Hobbs v. Cashwell, 152 N. C., 190; McWhirter v. McWhorter, 155 
N. C., 147; Liverman v. Cahoon, 156 N. C., 207; Anderson v. Har- 
rington, 163 N. C., 148; Barnes v. Fort, 169 N. C., 434. 
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| (199) 
. In RE R. M. FREEMAN. 


Mortgage of Wife's Land for I mprovement of Land—Curtesy. 


Where a feme covert, with the consent of her husband, mortgaged her separate 
real estate to secure money borrowed upon the joint note of herself and 
husband to improve the land, and upon the death of the wife the land is 
sold upon the petition of the surviving husband and the heir of the wife, 
the curtesy interest should not be charged with the debt, but the debt 
should first be paid out of the entire proceeds, and the curtesy interest 
ascertained and paid from the surplus. 


Ex parte petition for the sale of land, heard before the clerk of the 
Superior Court of Wayne. | 

It appeared that Lilly W. Freeman, being the owner of a lot in Golde: 
boro, executed a mortgage with her fueband to recover a note for $1,000 
for money borrowed to improve the lot which, upon her death, descended 
to her only child, the infant petitioner. It appearing to the interest of 
the parties that a sale should be made at $2,750 it was so ordered, and 
Bynum, J., at chambers, rendered the following judgment: 

it appearing to the court that Lilly W. Freeman died leaving her 
surviving R. M. Freeman, Jr., her son and only heir at law, and R. M. 
Freeman, her husband, and that during her hfe she and her said hus- 
band executed the note and mortgage set out in the petition; that the 
debt had not been paid, but was due and owing at the time of her 
death, and it appearing that the said R. M. Freeman is tenant by the 
curtesy, it is therefore adjudged: 

1. That the debt and mortgage is a hen on the entire property. 

2, That the curtesy interest of the said R. M. Freeman is hable (200) 
first to pay the indebtedness. 

3. The clerk will therefore ascertain what is the nach value of 
the interest of the said R. M. Freeman in the said house and lot at the 
date of the decree for sale and apply so much of the money due him as 
tenant by the curtesy as may be necessary to pay off and discharge said 
debt and interest, the balance to be paid to him. 

4. If there be not enough found to be due him as tenant by the 
curtesy to pay said debt, then the balance necessary to pay the same to 
be paid out of the amount due te R. M. Freeman, Jr., as heir at law of 
Lilly W. Freeman. 

From this judgment the petitioner (R. M. Freeman) appealed. 


Aycock & Daniels for R. M. Freeman. 
No counsel contra. 


Avery, J. The note being in form a joint contract of husband and 
119 . 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [116 


In re FREEMAN. 


wife was, within the meaning of the statute, executed with his written — 
eonsent. Farthing v. Shields, 106 N. C., 289; Flaum v. Wallace, 103 
N. C., 296. While she did not specifically charge her separate personal 
estate or enter into a contract in any way inforceable against her by 
merely signing such a note as is described in the record sent up, she did 
afterwards bind the land conveyed in the mortgage deed executed by 
her husband and herself. Farthing v. Shields, supra, at p. 299; Thurber 
v. LaRoque, 105 N. C., 801; Welkkams v. Walker, 111 N. C., 604. She 
might have so encumbered her own land to secure a debt of the husband 
created for and inuring solely to his benefit. Shinn v. Smith, 79 N. C., 
310; Newhart v. Peters, 80 N. C., 166. 

Here however it is found as a fact that the money which was 

(201) the consideration of the note, was paid to her and was expended 

by her in building a house which, of course, enhanced the value of 
the land sold. It was competent and pertinent as between the parties 
interested to inquire into the consideration. Flaum v. Wallace, supra; 
Jeffries v. Green, T9 N. C., 330. 

The wife died, leaving as her only heir at law the infant petitioner, 
R. M. Freeman, Jr., who, with his next friend appointed by the court, 
joins his father, R. M. Freeman, tenant by the curtesy, in the petition 
to sell the land. The sole question presented by the appeal 1s whether 
the mortgage debt, which is a hen upon the land, is to be first discharged 
out of the purchase-money arising from the sale of the land, and then 
the present value of the hushand’s life estate in the residue ascertained 
and paid to him, or whether the present value of his life estate in the 
whole fund is to be first determined and the whole, or so much of it as 
may be necessary, applied to the payment of the debt in exoneration of 
the interest of the heir at law. The wife was not surety for the husband 
and her infant heir at law cannot invoke the aid of the principle ap- 
proved in Weil v. Thomas, 114 N. C., 197, for the reason that his 
mother did not mortgage her land to secure a debt created by the husband 
for his own benefit, but to procure money to be expended on the im- 
provement of her separate real estate. The right of the wife to secure 
the payment of money expended in the improvement of her own land by: 
conveying it by a mortgage deed, in which the husband joins and with 
privy examination of herself, cannot be questioned, as was said by the 
present Chief Justice in Jeffries v. Green, supra, “except upon the 
theory that a feme covert cannot sell or charge her separate estate for 
her own benefit or the improvement of her own property.” 

The consideration of the debt having inured to the enhance- 

(202) ment in value of the very tract of land now sold, it would be 

inequitable, when the purchase-money comes into court for di- 
vision between her husband, as tenant by the curtesy, and her heirs at 
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law, to devote so much of it as is due him in lieu of his life estate to the. 
payment of the unpaid balances on the note, on the ground that she, as 
surety, had pledged her property for his debt. Atkinson v. Richardson, 
74 N. C., 455. Such a ruling would be founded upon a theory clearly 
contradictory of the facts explicitly found by the court as the basis of 
the decree. 

For the reasons given the judgment must be reversed and judgment 
entered below in accordance with this opinion. 

Reversed. 


Cited: B. & L. Asso. v. Black, 119 N. C., 327; Harrington v. Rawls, 
136 N. C., 68. 


GOLDSBORO STORAGE AND WAREHOUSE COMPANY y. 
B. L. DUKE et AL. 


Landlord and Tenani—Lessor and Lessee—Notice of Intention to 
Cancel Lease—Withdrawal. 


Where a lessor, under a power contained in the lease, gives notice to lessee 
of his intention to cancel the lease and take possession at the end of 
thirty days, for nonpayment of rent, such notice is not an offer which 
may be accepted by the tenant and thus made irrevocable, but the lessor 

may withdraw it and sue for the rent. 


Action tried at October Term, 1894, of Wayne, before Bynum, J., 
and a jury. 


The action was brought to recover installments of rent reserved on a 
lease of certain warehouse property in Goldsboro by the plaintiff 
to the defendant B. L. Duke, which became due 1 December, 1893, (203) 
and 20 January, 1894. 

The clause of the lease upon which dhs controversy arose is as follows: 

“On failure of said B. L. Duke to pay said rents when due, said 
Storage and Warehouse Company shall have power to terminate this 
lease, and shall have a right of entry and possession to said leased. prop- 
erty at the expiration of thirty days after a notification of said B. L. 
Duke of such neglect to pay any semi-annual payment.” 

On 1 December, 1893, the plaintiff notified the defendant B. L. Duke 
and the other aictordazt: to whom he had made a general assignment for 
the benefit of creditors, that the installment of rent due 1 December, 
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1893, was due and unpaid, and that unless the same should be paid on 
or before 20 January, 1894, the plaintiff would under the powers 
reserved in the lease enter upon the property and take possession of the 
same. - 

On 26 December, 1893, the defendant trustees sent to the plaintiff 
their reply as follows: 

“Your agent, Mr. Peterson, was in this city 19 December and made 
us a proposition. in regard to the. warehouse which we cannot accept. 
We at the same time recognize your right to enter and take possession 
of the property and terminate the lease.” 

On 30 December, 1893, the plaintiff wrote to defendants withdrawing 
the notice of 19 December, 18938, and notifying them that it would not 
insist upon a forfeiture aE the lease nor reénter upon the property, but 
would insist upon the payment of the rent accrued and accruing. 

It was in evidence that no offer to surrender possession of the prop- 
erty to plaintiff or tender of the keys was made to plaintiff until after | 
30 December, 1893. It was also in evidence that the plaintiff has never 

been in possession of the property since the execution of the lease. 
(204) There was evidence that defendants used the leased property for 
storage of cotton after January, 1894, and until June, 1894. 
The following issues were submitted to the jury: 
1.-Was the lease mentioned in the complaint terminated ? 


2. If so, when? 

38. What amount is plaintiff entitled to recover? 

His Honor charged the jury that upon the whole evidence, if they 
believed it they should find the first issue “Yes,” the second “20 Decem- 
ber, 1893,” and the third “From the defendant Duke $702.90, with 
interest,” etc. Plaintiff excepted to the instructions and appealed from 
the judgment which was given on the verdict rendered in accordance 
therewith. 


Aycock & Danels for plaints. - 
Fuller, Winston & Fuller for defendant. | 


Crark, J. This case is governed by Patrick v. R. R., 93 N. C., 422. 
The notice is not an offer which the lessee could accept and thereby make 
irrevocable. It was a notice of proposed action under the contract which 
by its terms the lessee could avoid by payment in 30 days of the rent 
due. The recall of the notice is not an attempted renewal of an ended 
contract by the withdrawal of a notice in pursuance of which it might 
soon have ended. Patrick v. R. B., supra, p. 428. 
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It is not necessary to repeat the strong reasoning of Smith, C. J., in 
that case. The notice could have been withdrawn at any time before 
the day named for it to take effect. It was vow emissa sed non irrevo- 
cabilis. | 

Error. 
| (208) 
DANIEL LANGSTON axp Wire y. H. WEIL & BRO. 


_Practice—Judgment, Appeal from Not Perfected—Res Judicata. 


Where the court below affirmed on appeal a judgment of the clerk in a pro- 

ceeding before the latter to set aside a special proceeding for the sale of 
land, and an appeal was taken from said judgment of affirmance but was 
not perfected, a subsequent motion to divide the action was properly over- 
ruled, the matters involved being res judicata. 


_ Aotion instituted before the clerk of the Superior Court of Wayne 
to set aside the decree in a special proceeding under which lands of the 
feme plaintiff’s ancestor had been sold, and heard at January Term, 
1895, of WAYNE, before Winston, J. 


Allen & Dortch for defendants. | | (208) 
No counsel contra. 


Per Curtam: Special proceeding in which defendants demurred to 
complaint filed before the clerk. The clerk sustained the demurrer and 
ordered that the proceeding be dismissed. On appeal Judge Bynum on 
3 July, 1894, sustained the ruling of the clerk. From this last judg- 
ment the plaintiffs appealed to the Supreme Court, but did not perfect 
the appeal. At September Term, 1894, of Warne plaintiff moved, be- 
fore Winston, J., for leave to divide the action into two. The court 
refused the motion on the ground that the matters involved in the con- 
troversy were res adjudicata. 

The judgment of the court below is 

Affirmed. 
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(209) 
S. A. SALMON To usE or J. T. ROGERS vy. D. H. McLEAN. 


Justice's Judgment—hehearing—NStatute of Limitations. 


1. While a new trial cannot be granted by a justice of the peace, a rehearing 
may be allowed in certain cases mentioned in section 845 of The Code. 


2, Where a judgment was rendered by a justice of the peace, and upon a 
rehearing granted by him a similar judgment was rendered, the statute 
of limitations began to run from the date of the latter, the first judgment 
having been vacated. 


Apprat from a justice’s judgment, tried before Bynum, J., and a 
jury, at the November Term, 1894, of Haryerr. | 

Long, a witness for the plaintiff, testified that he was a justice of the 
peace during the year 1887. That on 12 April, 1887, he rendered a 
judgment in favor of 8. A. Salmon against defendant D. H. McLean, 
on a note for the sum of $171.67; that he had a rehearing of the case 
on 2 May, 1887, and again gave the same judgment. 

Upon his cross-examination, witness testified that he did not remem- 
ber whether the application for the rehearing was made by the defendant 
within ten days after 12 April or not. Rehearing was on 2 May, and 
the judgment rendered that day. | 

S. A. Salmon testified that he transferred the judgment to plaintiff 
J. T. Rogers and that he was the owner of it. 

Plaintiff then introduced the docket of Long, the justice of the peace, 
which showed the judgment rendered against D. H. McLean in favor of 
S. A. Salmon on 12 April, 1887, with a rehearing granted 2 May, 1887, 
and a judgment for same amount on 2 May, 1887; that the judgment 
was on a bond for money, and it also showed a transfer of the judgment _ 
to J. T. Rogers. 

The defendant introduced the summons in the case, which was 
(210) dated on 30 April, 1894. ; 

1. Plaintiff insisted that the date of the judgment was 2 May, 
and that he was not bound by the statute of limitations. 

2. That if the judgment of 12 April was the judgment, there was a 
suspension of the judgment by the order to rehear, and that that time 
should not be counted against him, and that that would not make the 
seven years. | 

The court instructed the jury that a justice’s judgment was barred 
by a lapse of seven years, and that the true date of the judgment was 
12 April, 1887; that the statute of limitations began to run then, and 
that if they found more than seven years had elapsed from that time 
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until this suit was begun, which was 30 April, 1894, they should answer 
the issue as to the bar of the statute “Yes,” otherwise “No.” 

There was a verdict for the defendant, and from the judgment thereon 
plaintiff appealed. 


L. B. Chapin for plainteff. 
T. M. Argo and Ff. P. Jones for defendant. — 


CrarK, J. A new trial cannot be granted by a justice of the peace 
(The Code, 865), but in the cases mentioned in The Code, 845, a rehear- 
ing may be allowed. Froneberger v. Lee, 66 N. C., 333; Gambull v. 
Gambill, 89 N. C., 201; Guano Company v. Bridgers, 93 N. C., 489. 
Though the judgment was first rendered 12 April, 1887, a rehearing 
was granted and the new judgment was rendered 2 May, 1887. The 
statute ran from the 2 May because the first judgment was vacated by 
the rehearing. This action was begun 30 April, 1894, which was within 
the seven years limited by statute. Code, sec. 153 (1). The defendant 
has no ground to complain, for the rehearing was granted on 
his motion. In instructing the jury that the judgment was (211) 
barred, there was 

Error. : 


R. kK. LEAVELL v. WESTERN UNION TELEGRAPH COMPANY. 


Telegraph Companies—Telegraph Commission—lIllegal Rates of 
Charge for Service—Discrimination. 


1, Where a telegraph company has a continuous line between two points in 
this State, the fact that, in transmitting it, it sent the message over the 
lines of another company does not excuse its violation of the rate pre- 
seribed by the Railroad Commissioners for the transmission of a message 
sent over the lines of one company. 


2, It is the duty of a telegraph company to have sufficient facilities to transact 
all the business offered to it for all points at which it has offices, since it 
is not a mere private duty but a Publis duty which its franchise authorizes 
it to perform. 


3. A eontract whereby a eee company gives to a railroad company a 
preference of business over its line to the exclusion of others is an illegal 
discrimination and cannot excuse the telegraph company for using the line 
of another company in the transmission of a message between two points 
in this State between which it has a continuous Hine. 


Compratnt heard before the Railroad eae in Raleigh, on 13 
November, 1894. 
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The complaint was filed 21 August, 1894, alleging a violation of the 
tariff rate prescribed by the Commission for the transmission of tele- 
graphic messages. 

The plaintiff alleged that 17 August, 1894, he delivered a ten-word 

message to the defendant at Wilson, N, C., to be transmitted to 
(212) Edenton, N. C., and was required by the defendant to pay fifty 

cents for the fasininon of the message, and that this was a 
violation of the rate prescribed by the Railroad Commission of North 
Carolina. 

The defendant answered the complaint on 31 re 1894, through 
its General Superintendent, J. B. Tree, alleging that the “telegraphic 
tolls from Wilson, N. C., to Norfolk, Va., are twenty-five cents for ten 
words, and the rate from Norfolk, Va., to Edenton, N. C., is twenty-five 
cents, making a total of fifty cents. The message was sent via Norfolk 
because it is the only telegraph route by which the business addressed to 
Edenton can be handled and turned over to the Elizabeth City and 
Norfolk Telegraph Company, at Norfolk, Va., as the Western Union 
Telegraph Company has no commercial office at Edenton, N. C.” 

The Commission found the facts and adjudged: 
(217) 1. That the telegraphic office at Edenton, on the line of the 
Norfolk Southern Railroad, is under the control of the de- 
fendant, and that the operator in said office, although employed by the 
said railroad company, is the agent and operator of the defendant. 

2. The telegraphic message transmitted by the defendant over said 
line of the Norfolk Southern Railway Company from or to Edenton, 
to or from Wilson, or any other point in North Carolina, does not con- 
stitute commerce between the states, although traversing another state 
in the route, and is subject to the rates prescribed by the Commission. 

3. That defendant cannot be heard to say that it did not send 
(218) the message mentioned in this case over its own line from Norfolk 
to Edenton. 

4, That the charge of fifty cents mentioned in this case was in viola- 
tion of the rates prescribed by the Commission. 

Wherefore, it is adjudged by the Commission, and so ordered, that 
defendant refund to plaintiff the sum of twenty-five cents, the excess 
above the rates allowed by law, and that said defendant desist from 
further violation of the rates prescribed by the Commission for trans- 
mission of messages from Wilson to Edenton. 

From this judgment defendant prayed an appeal to the ee 
Court. 


(220) Attorney-General for plaintiff. 
Robert Stiles for defendant. 
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~ Crarx, J. In Express Co. v. R. R., 111 N. C., 468, this Court affirmed 
the constitutionality of the act (chapter 320, Acts 1891) establishing the 
Railroad and Telegraph Commission. In Mayo v. Telegraph Co., 112 
N. C., 343, it sustained the power of such Commission under section 26 
of said act, to establish rates for telegraph companies. In &. R. Com- 
mission v. Telegraph Co. (Albea’s case), 118 N.C., 213, the Court held 
that telegraphic messages transmitted by a company from and to points 
in this State, although traversing another state in the route, do not 
constitute interstate commerce, and are subject to the tariff regulation 
of the commission. In this it followed the unanimous opinion of the 
Supreme Court of the United States, delivered by Fuller, C. J., in R. R. 
v. Pennsylvania, 145 U. §., 192. To the same purport is Campbell v. 
R. R., 86 Iowa, 587. : | 

In the present case the Commission find as a fact that “the defendant 
has a continuous line by which messages may be transmitted from 
Wilson to Edenton and other adjacent points in North Carolina (221) 
but this line traverses a part of the State of Virginia, passing 
through the city of Norfolk;” and it properly holds upon the evidence 
“that the telegraph office at Edenton is under the control of the defend- 
ant, and the operator, though employed by the railroad company, is the 
agent and operator of the defendant.” It necessarily follows from this 
state of facts that as the defendant could have sent the message the whole 
distance over its own line, it cannot be heard to say that it did not do 
what it ought to have done and thus collect 50 cents for the message 
instead of 25, as allowed by the commission tariff. The defense 
set up, that in fact it only carried the message to Norfolk and then paid 
another company to forward it to Edenton, cannot be regarded when it 
might itself have completed the delivery of the message. The defendant 
seeks to excuse itself on the plea that it has only one wire to Edenton, 
and that this is fully occupied at that office by the work it does for the 
railroad company. But it is the duty of the telegraph company to have 
sufficient facilities to transact all the business offered to it for all points 
at which it has offices. If the press of business offered is so great that 
one wire or one operator at a point is not sufficient it is the duty of the 
company to add another wire or an additional employee. It is not a 
mere private business, but a public duty which the defendants by their 
franchise are authorized to discharge. It is further to be noted that in 
giving to the railroad company the preference in the use of their line 
to Edenton, while at other points, as Moyock, Centreville and Hertford 
on the same line, the public is admitted to the use of the wire, the defend- 
ant is making a forbidden and illegal discrimination in favor of one 
customer and against the public at large, as was intimated in Albea’s 
case, supra, 113 N. C., on page 226. The findings of fact and evi- 
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(222) dence are fuller, and present a somewhat different and stronger 
case against the defendant than in Albea’s case. By section 11 
of the defendant’s contract with the railroad company the defendant 
remains owner of the telegraph line to Edenton, N. C., and its belong- 
ings which are to remain “part of its general telegraph system” and “‘to 
be controlled and regulated by the telegraph company.” Section 3 of 
the contract gives the railroad messages precedence over commercial 
business, but stipulates that when railroad business shall require the 
exclusive use of one wire the telegraph company shall on sixty days notice 
furnish material for a second wire, which second wire shall be used for 
railroad business exclusively, and such commercial business as can be 
done without interfering with railroad business. Section 6 provides that 
where the railroad company shall open offices, the operators “acting as 
agents of the telegraph company” shall receive such commercial and 
public telegrams as may be offered, collecting rates prescribed by the 
telegraph company, and render monthly statements and pay over the 
receipts to the telegraph company. Section 7 provides that whenever 
the volume of business at any point justifies it, the telegraph company 
shall put in an additional operator. It will be thus seen that the line 
to Edenton is an integral part of the defendant’s general telegraph 
system. It is only by virtue of its franchise as a telegraph company 
that it can operate its line to Edenton at all. It cannot discriminate at 
that point in favor of or against any customer. It cannot subtract itself 
from obedience to the rates prescribed by the authority of the State, act- 
ing through the Commission, by a contract giving one customer, the rail- 
road, preference in business and pleading that such business occupies 
the only wire it has. The discrimination is itself illegal. Besides, if it 
were not, the small cost of an additional wire, which it 1s common know!l- 
edge does not exceed ten dollars per mile, furnishes no ground to 
(223) exempt the defendant from furnishing the additional facility to 
do the business for all. The charge of a double rate between 
Edenton and other points in North Carolina is a far heavier imposition 
upon the public than the cost of the additional wire to defendant, and is 
just the kind of burden and discrimination which the Commission was 
established to prevent. In Albea’s case, supra, no commercial message 
was tendered, and the point now decided was not presented by the record. 
The ruling of the Commission is in all respects 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Caldwell v. Wilson, 121 N. C., 474; Pate v. R. R., 122 N. C., 
881; Corporation Commission, 127 N. C., 288; Telephone Co. v. Tele- 
phone Co., 159 N. C., 14; Speight v. Tel. Co., 178 N. C., 150. 
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ELIAS CARR y. OCTAVIUS COKE, SECRETARY OF STATE. 


Statutes—Enactment—Ratification—Presiding Officers’ Signatures 
Fraudulently Procured or Affixed Through Mistake. 


When it appears that a bill has been duly signed by the presiding officers of 
the two Houses of the General Assembly, declaring it to have been read 
three times in each House, the courts cannot go behind such ratification 
to inquire whether it was fraudulently or erroneously enrolled before it 
had been passed after the requisite readings by each House, although the 
Journals do not show that it was so passed. 

AVERY and CuasaRK, JJ., dissent, arguendo. 


Aorton by Elias Carr against Octavius Coke, Secretary of State, for 
a mandamus, ete., heard before Starbuck, J., at April Term, 1895, of 
WAKE. 

Complaint was as follows: 

The plaintiff, in behalf of himself and all other citizens of tHe (224) 
State of North Carolina, complaining, alleges: 

1. That defendant is Secretary of State of North Carolina, and by 
virtue of his office has the custody of all the acts passed by the Legisla- 
ture of 1895, or which purport to have been passed by it. 

2. That it becomes his duty by law to deliver certified copies of said 
acts to the Public Printer of said State for printing and publication. 

3. When so printed and published, they become presumptive evidence 
that they are laws duly and constitutionally enacted. 

4, On 13 March, Anno Domini 1895, a bill was signed by the Presi- 
dent of the Senate and Speaker. of the House of Representatives in the 
Legislature of North Carolina at its last session, in the presence of each 
House, and purports to have been ratified upon that day, which reads as 
follows: 


AN ACT TO REGULATE ASSIGNMENTS AND OTHER CONVEYANCES OF LIKE 
NATURE IN NORTH CAROLINA. 


The General Assembly of North Carolina do enact: 

Section 1. That all conditional sales, assignments, mortgages or deeds 
of trust, which are executed to secure any debt, obligation, note or bond 
which gives preferences to any creditor of the maker, shall be absolutely 
void as to existing creditors. 

Seo. 2. That all laws in conflict with this act are hereby repealed. 

Sec. 3. That this act shall be in force from and after its ratification. 

Ratified 13 March, 1895. 

5. The said bill, as this plaintiff is informed and believes, was 
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(225) not enacted a law in accordance with the provisions of the Con- 
stitution of this State. | 

6. The Journals of both Houses of the preterm show that it was 
not read three times in either House. 

7. The Journal of the Senate shows that it was never read before that 
body and never passed any reading in it. 

8. The Journal of the House of Representatives shows that it was 
introduced in that body and referred to a committee. The said com-. 
mittee reported it back to the House with an amendment and is silent 
as to its passage; the bill was laid on the table on its second reading in 
that body on 12 March, Anno Domini 1895. This appears also in the 
entries upon the calendar of bills of the House. | 

9. The bill is marked and stamped “Tabled 12 March, Anno Domina 
1895.’’ The affidavits of Ellington are hereto attached and prayed to be 
taken as a part hereof. 

10. It is now deposited among the tabled bills in their proper recep- 
tacle in What is known as the old State Library in the Capitol. 

11. By some means unknown to this plaintiff, but which he is in- 
formed and believes to be fraudulent, the said bill was enrolled by some 
person to this plaintiff unknown, in the office of the Enrolling Clerk and 
signed by mistake by the President of the Senate and Speaker of the 
House of Representatives upon the day upon which it purports to have 
been ratified. | 

12. The copy of the enrolled bill purporting to have been ratified, as 
above stated, is now in the custody of the defendant, the Secretary of 
the State of North Carolina. | 

13. The said defendant, in performance of the duty by law imposed 
upon him, is compelled to deliver for printing and publication to the 
Public Printer of this State a certified copy of said fraudulent act to be 

published and printed as an act of the Legislature of 1895, unless 
(226) restrained from so doing by order of this court. 

14, The said defendant now threatens and declares his inten- 
tion to so deliver a certified copy of the said fraudulent act to the Public 
Printer to be published and printed as aforesaid. 

15. The act when so printed and published becomes presumptively an 
act. of the Legislature, duly enacted and a valid law of the State. 

16. This plaintiff is informed and believes that after such printing 
and publication there is no legal method by which such presumption 
can be rebutted in the courts af this State, as long as said act remains 
in the custody of the Secretary of said State, filed with the acts of the 
Legislature legally passed by it. 

17. The plaintiff is a resident and citizen of the State of North Caro- 
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lina and owns property within said State over and above his homestead 
and personal property exemptions; he proposes to reside in said State 
hereafter, and he in common with many other citizens will be injured in 
his right of alienation of his property if said fraudulent act of the 
Legislature is printed and published in the manner above stated or 
remains in the custody of the said Secretary of State, filed with acts of 
the Legislature as above set forth; that he is a creditor of debtors who 
are indebted to others, and will be deprived by the said act of the right 
to secure debts so due him by mortgage, conditional sales, deeds of trust 
or assignments, unless the relief prayed for in this complaint is granted. 

18. That a summons, together with a copy of this complaint, has been 
served on defendant in this action. | 

Wherefore, the plaintiff prays that an order be made by this court 
directing said defendant Secretary of State to show cause why a peremp- 
tory mandamus shall not be issued against him to compel him to 
remove the said act from the files of the law required to be kept (227) 
by him, and why he should not be enjoined from delivering a 
certified copy of said act to the Publie Printer of this State to be 
printed and published as a law of this State. And the plaintiff further 
prays that the said defendant may be restrained in the meantime from 
delivering a certified copy of said act to the Public Printer to be printed 
and published as aforesaid, and demands such other and further relief 
as the court may adjudge that he is entitled to in the premises, and 
asks that this complaint may be treated as an affidavit for the purpose 
of obtaining the temporary restraining order for which he prays. 


The following affidavit was attached to the complaint: 

J. C, Ellington makes oath that he is State Librarian of the State of 
North Carolina and was such at the time of the searches mentioned 
below. 

That on or about the ____ day of March, 1895, after the Legislature 
adjourned, and several times thereafter, he made most diligent and 
thorough search in the office of Enrolling Clerk of the last General As- 
sembly of North Carolina for the document from which the paper now in 
the office of the Secretary of said State was copied, which purports to be 
an act to regulate assignments and other like conveyances in North Caro- 
lina and to have been ratified on 18 March, 1895, and that the same 
could not be found and has not since been found therein. 

He further maketh oath that he has carefully examined the calendar 
of the Senate of the last General Assembly of North Carolina for the 
entire session and it contains no reference to,.or mention of said bill 
or act, either by number or title of any similar bill. 
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He further maketh oath that he has most carefully examined the 

Journal of the proceedings of the House of Representatives of 

(228) the said General Assembly from 20 February, 1895, to 13 March, 

1895, both inclusive, said Journals being deposited in the office 

of, and now in the custody of, the Secretary of State of North Carolina, 

and that he found the following entries on the Journal of the proceed- 

ings of the said 20 February (see page 12, House Journal, 20 Feb- 
ruary, 1895): 

Intropuction or Birrs. 


By Mr. Smith, of Stanly, H. B. 1018: A bill to be entitled an act to 
‘regulate assignments. Referred to the Finance Committee. 


That he finds nothing else on said Journal of that day seneb ite the 
said bill or act, or any similar bill or act. 

‘He further maketh oath that he found on the Journal of the proceed- 
ings of said House on 21 February, 1895, the following entries (see 
page 8, House Journal, 21 February, 1895) : 


Reports oF CoMMITTEES. 


_ By Mr. Hileman, from the Committee on Finance: H. B. 1018. A bill 
to be entitled an act to regulate assignments, with a favorable report. 


That he finds nothing else on said Journal of that day touching the 
said bill or act, or any similar bill. 

He further maketh oath that he found on the Journal of the proceed- 
ings of said House on 28 February, 1895, the following entries (see 
House Journal, 28 February, 1895): 


On motion of Mr. Smith, of Stanly: H. B. 1018. A bill to regulate 
assignments is made the special order for 8:30 p.m. Friday. 


That he found nothing else on the Journal of that day touching said 
bill or act, or any similar bill or act. 
He further maketh oath that there is no entry on said Journal 
(229) of any act concerning the said bill or any similar bill on the 
Friday for which it was made a “special order.” 


He further maketh oath that he found on the Journal of the proceed- 
ings of said House on 18 March, 1895, being the day of final adjourn- 
ment, the following entry: 


IM si ceseia scien tas , from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reports 
the following bills and resolutions as properly enrolled, which were duly 
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ratified and sent to the office of the Secretary of State: “An Act to 
Regulate Assignments.” 


That there are no other entries on the days referred to nor on any 
other day between 20 February and 13 March, 1895, except thoge men- 
tioned, touching said bill or act, or any similar bill or act. 

He further maketh oath that he has carefully.examined the Journal 
of the Senate of the last General Assembly for the corresponding dates, 
and that he finds no reference to said bill or any similar bill either by 
number or title, and that the same doth not appear on said Journal 
among the bills reported as “enrolled and ratified.” 

That he found the bill, a copy of which, with fac semile copy of en- 
dorsements, is appended to and made a part of this affidavit, among the 
tabled bills in the old brary room of the capitol, where legislative docu- 
ments are filed. J. C. Eiineton. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this 29 April, 1895, 
| W. T. Smrru, (230) 
(Seal) Notary Public. 


AN ACT ENTITLED AN ACT TO REGULATE ASSIGNMENTS AND OTHER 
CONVEYANCES OF LIKE NATURE IN NORTH CAROLINA. 


The General Assembly of North Carolina do enact: 

Szotion 1. That all conditional sales, assignments, mortgages, or 
deeds in trust which are executed to secure any debt, obligation, note or 
bond which gives preference to any creditor of the maker, shall be abso- 
lutely void as to existing creditors, except those given to secure cash 
advanced at the time of the execution of the same or to secure advance- 
ments for farming purposes. 

Sec. 2. That all laws in conflict with this act are hereby repealed. 

Sec. 8. This act shall be in force from and after its ratification. 

The Finance Committee report this bill favorably with the following 
amendment, recommended by the committee. : 
Fireman. 


Amended by striking out in section one all after the word “creditors” 
in line five of said section. | 
On the back of said act is indorsed the soOnane 
HH. B. No. 1018. - ©: BeNOee es 
By R. L. Smith. | 
A bill to be entitled an act to regulate assignments. 
- Passed first reading 20 February, 1895. Committee on Finance. 
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Passed House ~.---~-- essa , 189_- 
Favorable report 21 February, 1895. 
He Tossed (oe ae eS oe 


Tabled 12 March, 1895. 


(231) Engrossing Clerk. 


Special Order Friday evening 8 :30. 
Sent to Senate: 222. eases ees ee , 189_- 


Clerk of House. 


Defendant moved to dismiss the action on the ground that the court 
had no jurisdiction to grant the relief asked by plaintiff. 


His Honor rendered the following judgment: 


This action coming on for further orders and being argued by counsel 
and considered by the court, it is, on motion of attorneys for defendant, 
ordered and adjudged by the court that this action be dismissed for 
want of jurisdiction of the court to grant the relief prayed for in the 
complaint, on the ground that the court cannot go behind the ratifica- 
tion of the act as the same appeared in the office of the Secretary of 
State, and the defendant recover his costs, to be taxed by the clerk, of 
the plaintiff and his surety for costs. 


The plaintiff excepted to the ruling and judgment of the court, assign- 
ing error as follows: 

1. For that his Honor ruled that the court did not have jurisdiction 
of the subject-matter of the controversy. 

9. For that his Honor ruled that the complaint did not set forth the 
facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action. | 

3. Because his Honor did not rule that it was the duty of the court to 
inform itself by any legitimate source of information within its reach, 
especially by the Journals of both Houses of the General Assembly, of 
the existence and passage of the act in controversy. 

4, For that his Honor erred in not continuing the injunction until the 
hearing, and in not hearing any evidence upon the question of the 
passage of the act. 

5. For that his Honor erred in deciding that the mere presence of the 

act in the office of the Secretary of State, signed by the presiding 
(232) officers of both houses, was absolutely conclusive upon the judicial 
department, and that the courts could not look behind the ratifica- 


tion of the said act. 
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F.H. Busbee and Graham, Boone & Boone for plaintiff. 
J. B. Batchelor and Armistead Jones for defendant. 


Farrctotu, C. J. The plaintiff, as a citizen and taxpayer of the State, 
brings this action against the defendant as Secretary of State, who by 
virtue of his office is the custodian of all acts passed by the Legislature, 
or which purports to have been passed, whose duty it is to deliver certi- 
fied copies of said acts to the Public Printer for publication. 

The prayer is that the defendant show cause why a peremptory man- 
damus shall not issue to compel him to remove the act under considera- 
tion from his files, and why he should not be enjoined from delivering a 
certified copy of the same to the Public Printer, An act to regulate 
assignments and other conveyances of like nature in North Carolina, 
ratified 18 March, 1895, is the one under consideration. 

The complaint alleges that the act was signed by the President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives on the said 
13 March in the presence of each House, and purports to have been 
ratified upon that day; that, upon information and belief the act did 
not become law according to the Constitution of the State. That the 
Journals of both houses show that it was not read three times in either; 
that it was never read in the Senate, and was tabled in the House on its 
second reading, and that by some unknown fraudulent means the bill 
was enrolled by some person, unknown to the plaintiff, and signed by 
the said President and Speaker by mistake. 

The defendant answered denying the material allegations. 

At the hearing the defendant moved to dismiss the action on (233) 
the ground that the court. had no jurisdiction to grant the relief 
prayed for by the plaintiff. The motion was heard and his Honor dis- 
missed the action for want of jurisdiction to grant the relief on the 
ground that the court cannot go behind the ratification of the act as the 
same appeared in the office of the Secretary of State. With the act 
before us, on its face regular and in due form, ratified by the genuine 
signatures of the President of the Senate and Speaker of the House, the 
question is presented, Can the court, as a codrdinate branch of the gov- 
ernment, look behind this record and investigate by inquiry and proof 
the manner in which this record was established by the legislative 
branch of the government, for any of the causes alleged in the com- 
plaint ? 

It may be stated in the outset that it is an important question.and 
one that has not been heretofore presented directly to this Court. 

The Court cannot be blind to the consequences that will flow from a 
decision either way. On the one hand, if we cannot look behind the 
record, then, paid and corrupt men, lobbyists and other interested ones 
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in and around the legislative halls, will feel more confident and safer in 
their disreputable work. On the other hand, if we can open the door 
and permit every act of the Legislature to be inquired into, behind the 
record, for any of the causes alleged in the complaint, then the State 
will be plagued with all the evils of a veritable Pandora’s box. By an 
examination of the decisions of the courts of the different States, we 
find some diversity among the decisions and the opinions of eminent 
jurists. Those courts, holding the affirmative of the question, as a rule 
have done so by reason of some provision in their state constitu- 
(234) tions or some preéxisting statutes. In one or more states the 
negative was held, and after a change in their constitutions the 
reverse was held by reason of some new clause in the organic law. 

We find in no state constitution the exact wording as it is In ours. 
We are therefore left to reason with ourselves, and construe the true 
meaning of our organic law, aided by the best authorities at our com- 
mand. | | 

Let it now be understood that it is not a question of fraud or wrong- 
doing in the legislative halls, as alleged in the complaint, with which 
we are confronted, but simply a question of power. It cannot be said that 
this Court from it origin. until now has ever failed to lay its hands 
upon fraud or any wrongdoing, whenever authorized by law and re- 
quested to do so. If crimes are perpetrated in legislation, the authors 
are liable and can be punished as other violators of the law, and possibly 
a reasonable and honest effort by the proper authorities would bring to 
light the authors of the wrong, if any has been done. There is now 
before the Court in this proceeding no one who is in the slightest degree 
alleged or supposed to be connected with wrongdoing in this matter. 
So, then, we are considering a question of power, and not of investiga- 
tion behind the record of a coordinate branch of the State government. 

Our Constitution, Art. II, sec. 16, declares that: “Each House shall 
keep a journal of its proceedings, which shall be printed and made 
public immediately after the adjournment of the. General Assembly,” 
and in section 23, “All bills and resolutions of a legislative nature shall 
be read three times in each House before they pass into laws, and shall 
be signed by the presiding officers of both Houses.” What shall be the 
entries on the Journals is not indicated by the Constitution, except as 
above. It is the province and duty of the Court to construe and interpret 

legislative acts, and see if they disregard or violate any provision 

(235) of the Constitution, and if so found, to declare them invalid, and 

this is done upon the face of the act itself. Beyond this duty 

arises the question of power in the Court to look behind the legislative 

record and inquire into its proceedings for any cause set out in the com- 

plaint. Our decision upon this question is based upon the “reason of 
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the thing,’ upon public policy for the best interests of the State, and 
upon the decisions of other courts and our own, which commend them- 
selves to our minds, some of which are now cited. 


At common law the ratification and approval of an act of Parliament 
was conclusive and unimpeachable, ete. “An Act of Parliament, thus 
made, is the exercise of the highest authority that this Kingdom acknow!- 
edges upon earth.” “And it cannot be altered, amended, dispensed with, 
suspended or repealed, but in the same forms and by the same authority 
of Parliament; for it 1s a maxim in law that it requires the same 
strength to dissolve, as to create an obligation.” 1 Blackstone Com., 
185-6. “The journal is of good use for the intercourses between the two 
Houses, and the like, but when the act 1s passed the Journal is expired. 
The Journals of Parliament are not records, and cannot weaken or con- 
trol a statute, which is a record and to be tried only by itself.” Rex v. 
Arundel, Hobart, 109-111, Trinity Term, 14 Jac. Broadnax v. Groom, 
64 N. C., 244, was a question upon a private act requiring 30 days notice 
of application, required by Article IT, section 4 (now section 12) of the 
Constitution, and the motion was to prove that the notice had not been 
given. Pearson, C. J., said: “We are of opinion that the ratification 
certified by the Lieutenant Governor and the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives makes it a ‘matter of record,’ which cannot be impeached 
before the courts in a collateral way. Lord Coke says, ‘A record until re- 
versed importeth verity.’ There can be no doubt that acts of the 
Legislature, like judgments of courts, are matters of record, and (236) 
the idea that the verity of the record can be averred against in a 
collateral proceeding is opposed to all of the authorities. The courts 
must act on the maxim, ‘Omnia presumuntur, ete. Suppose an act of 
Congress is returned by the President with his objection, and the Vice- 
President and Speaker of the House certify that 1t is passed afterwards 
by the constitutional majority, 1s it open for the courts to go behind the 
record and hear proof to the contrary ?” 

In Scarborough v. Robinson, 81 N. C., 409, in which this question 
was not directly before the Court, Siiih. Ci a in the discussion uses 
this language on page 426: “The Cousin declares that the legis- 
lative, executive and supreme judicial powers of the government ought 
to be forever separate and distinct from each other. Art. I, see. 8. And 
if the nature and effect of an enrolled bill, duly certified and deposited 
in the proper office, be such as we have attributed to it, it unavoidably 
follows that the compulsory order demanded in the action would be an 
interference with the legitimate exercise of the law-making power and 
an obstruction to the harmonious working of the separate and distinct 
coérdinate departments of the government, and must consequently be 
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denied.” We quote this extract in order to show the trend of the judicial 
mind of the Court as then constituted. In Field v. Clark, 143 U.S., 
649 (1891) the question was elaborately argued and considered in an 
able opinion. The allegation was that an important section in the bill 
as it passed was not in the enrolled bill authenticated by the signatures 
of the Speakers and deposited in the office of the Secretary of State. 
After full consideration of the numerous points argued, the Court held 

as follows: “The signing by the Speaker and by the President 
(237) of the Senate, in open session, of an enrolled bill is an official 

attestation by the two Houses of such bill as one that has passed 
Congress; and when the bill thus attested receives the approval of the 
President and is deposited in the Department.of State according to law, 
its authentication as a bill that has passed Congress is complete and 
unimpeachable. It is not competent to show from the Journals of either 
House of Congress that an act so authenticated, approved and deposited, 
did not pass in the precise form in which it was signed by the presiding 
officers of the two Houses and approved by the President.” 

The argument was pressed that a bill signed by the Speakers and 
approved by the President and deposited with the Secretary, as an act, 
does not become a law if it had not in fact been passed by Congress. 
The Court said, in view of the express requirements of the Constitution, 
the correctness of this general principle cannot be doubted. “But,” said 
the Court, “this concession of the general principle does not determine 
the precise question before the Court, for it remains to inquire as to the 
nature of the evidence upon which a court may act, when the issue is 
made as to whether a bill, asserted to have become a law, was or was not 
passed by Congress. This question 1s now presented for the first time 
in this Court.” - 

_ “We cannot be unmindful of the consequences that must result if this 
Court should feel obliged to declare that an enrolled bill, on which 
depend public and private interests of vast magnitude, which has been 
duly authenticated by the presiding officers and deposited in the archives 
as an act of Congress was not in fact passed, and therefore did not 
become a law.” Page 670. Although the Constitution does not require 
that Acts of Congress shall be authenticated by the Speakers’ signatures, 
the Court said that “Usage, the orderly conduct of legislative proceed- 

ings, and the rules under which the two bodies have acted since 
(238) the organization of the government, require that mode of authen- 

tication,’ and when a bill is so authenticated “it carries on its 
face a solemn assurance by the legislative and executive departments 
that it was passed by Congress. The respect due to coequal and inde- 
pendent departments requires the judicial department to act on that 
sssurance, leaving the courts to determine whether the act so authenti- 
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cated is in conformity with the Constitution.” Page 372. “It is ad- 
mitted that an enrolled act thus authenticated is sufficient evidence of 
itself, nothing to the contrary appearing upon its face, that it passed 
Congress.” Page 672. 

In Pangborn v. Young, 32 N. J. Law, 29, Beasley, C. J., delivered a 
strong opinion against the affirmative of the present question, and Judge 
Harlan says: “The conclusion was that upon grounds of public policy as 
well as upon the ancient and well settled rules of law, a copy of a bill 
bearing the signatures of the presiding officers of the two Houses and in 
custody of the Secretary of State, was conclusive proof of the enact- 
ment and contents of a statute, and could not be contradicted by the 
legislative journals or in any other mode” (page 674, and other cases). 

In ex parte Wren, 63 Miss., 512, is found a case much in point, in 
which Campbell, J., in an able and vigorous opinion, said that an en- 
rolled act, such as we are considering, “is the sole exposition of its con- 
tents and the conclusive evidence of its existence according to its pur- 
port, and it is not allowable to look further to discover the history of 
the act or ascertain’ its provisions. Every other view subordinates the 
Legislature and disregards that coequal position in our system of the 
three departments of government.” He then shows that, 1f such a rule 
should prevail, a justice of the peace and all other judicial officers 
would be compellable and would have the right to investigate 
the question whether any legislative act was passed according (239) 
to the requirements of the constitution and whether it was pro- 
cured by mistake, fraud or otherwise, and upon the complaint of any 
resident taxpayer. | 

With these authorities we are content. There are numerous others, 
but it would be useless to pursue them. We are considering the main 
and important question which we understand the plaintiff intended to 
bring to the attention of the Court, without any remarks on the plead- 
ings. It seems to be conceded that the main allegation cannot be estab- 
lished by the Journals as evidence, and that consequently it must be done 
by some other kind of proof. It is urged that fraud vitiates everything, 
but if we can go behind the record, would not mistake, bribery, etc., 
serve equally as well? It is also argued that the fraud alleged is ad- 
mitted and is therefore to be taken as a fact for the purposes of this 
action. Admitted by whom? The respondgnt does not admit it in his 
answer. The motion was to dismiss for want of jurisdiction, and the 
court rendered its decision expressly on that ground. The defendant is 
a mere ministeria] State officer who was not a member of the Legisla- 
ture, and has no authority from it to plead or admit anything for it. 
Is he authorized by the Speakers of the two Houses to admit that they 
signed the bill by mistake? They have made no such admission so far 
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as this record discloses, and they have no opportunity to admit or deny 
anything. Is the defendant authorized to admit that by some unknown 
and fraudulent means the bill was enrolled? If so, who authorized him 
to admit it? The defendant might have ignored this proceeding entirely 
without the slightest dereliction of duty. Who then defends the Legis- 
lature or its Speakers when this grave question is under consideration ? 
The Executive does not feel it his duty to defend in the matter, 
(240) presumably because he is not authorized by any one‘to do so. 
Then, is there such admission of fraud or any other wrong as to 
enable the Court to treat the allegations of the complaint as facts? But, 
however these matters are, we have seen that we have no power to make 
the order asked for by the plaintiff, and that the remedy, if any is 
needed, is with the legislative branch of the State government. 
We are of opinion that his Honor committed no error, and his judg- 
ment is — 


Affirmed. 


Montcomery, J., concurring: The single question for decision is, 
Can this Court inquire into and pass upon the history of a paper-writing 
which purports to be an act of the General Assembly and which is au- 
thenticated by the undisputed and genuine signatures of the President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives? It is 
to be always kept in mind that the point is not as to the powers of the 
Supreme Court to pronounce a law, which is admitted to have been 
enacted, void by reason of its unconstitutionality. Our jurisdiction in 
that case would be complete and unchallenged. But the question is, 
when the Legislature has solemnly certified to a fact, that is, to the pas- 
sage and ratification of an act which is within its own sphere, will the 
judiciary be permitted to inquire into or dispute that certification? The 
case is of the very first impression, and it ought to be settled upon the 
principles of sound reason and well considered authority. This is a 
strictly legal question and ought to be settled according to the principles 
of the law. The Court is aware that its judgment in this case may be 
attended with dangers in the future, but it is not our province to pro- 

vide against dangers to the Commonwealth further than to con- 
(241) strue honestly and as intelligently as we can, the laws which the 

legislative department of the government has enacted. It may 
be said however, in this connection that, if policy ought to have governed 
the Court in this matter—if results ought to have been anticipated—we 
feel that in the decision of the Court we have chosen the lesser of the two 
evils to be dreaded. 

The question at issue brought to the light the more than possibilities 
of two most serious menaces to popular government. The first one, that 
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of the power of a corruptible or incompetent clerical force or that of a 
depraved and hired set of lobbyists, or both together, to tamper with the 
acts and proceedings of the Legislature and have that certified to be law 
which was never in fact enacted; the second, that of the power of de- 
feated and unscrupulous politicians, when stung by loss of office or a 
desire for revenge on their political enemies, to practically repeal the 
legislation of their successful opponents by resorts to the courts upon 
mere allegations that there was fraud in the passage of the acts or in 
their ratification, and by procuring injunctions upon aflidavits obtained | 
possibly through bribery or through the ignorance or carelessness of the 
oath-maker. By the decision of the Court the latter danger, the far 
most to be dreaded, is avoided. The presiding officers of the two Houses 
may, by taking a sufficiency of ‘time and by close scrutiny and rigid 
examination of the bills and wrappers, prevent fraud and error in rati- 
fication, if such a thing be attempted; while for the latter danger no 
limit or restraint can be found except in the conscience of men who have 
never cultivated a sense of either generosity or justice. The motives 
and purposes of the plaintiffs im this action are not intended to be re- 
flected on, neither is the character or official conduct of any officer or 
clerk of the last General Assembly. No testimony has been heard 

in the case, and this Court knows nothing of the facts or motives. (242) 
We have simply discussed dangers in the future in this connec- 

tion. In the conclusions to which I have arrived I have tried to keep 
before me the great importance of the legal question involved, and to. 
keep out of mind, as an utterly insignificant feature of the case, the 
wretched creatures who would commit such a detestable piece of mean- 
ness as the complaint charges. They, when detected, will receive the 
execration of all good men and most richly will they deserve it. It would 
have been well for the people and for the cause of good government if 
they had, or could have been ferreted out and named in the complaint, 
that they might have been pilloried in an indignant public sentiment. 
But to the law in the ease: 

Of the three coequal departments of our government, the legislative 
is of the most importance. It is sovereign as long as it keeps within the 
bounds of the Constitution. The powers of the judicial department are 
clearly defined and limited in the Constitution. Except to hear claims 
against the State (and then only to recommend action to the General. 
Assembly) the whole power of this Court is embraced in these words: 
“The Supreme Court shall have jurisdiction to review upon appeal any 
decision of the courts below upon any,matter of law or legal inference.” 
Const., Art. IV, see. 8. This means, in plain English, that this Court 
can construe the laws when their meaning is a matter of contention be- 
tween litigants, and that it can determine in cases properly before it 
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whether or not statutory enactments are constitutional. The writer of 
this knows of no other instances in which this Court can directly or indi- 
rectly pass upon the conduct of the General Assembly. As to the 
formulae that are necessary to convert a bill into a law, we cannot 
inquire if the ratification in proper form appears and the signatures 

of the proper officers aré duly attached. However, in the case 
(243) before us, the plaintiff alleges that what he styles the pretended 

act is not a law because it was not read three times in each House 
before.it received the signatures of the presiding officers of both, as the 
Constitution requires. That instrument certainly does require that 
“All bills and resolutions of a legislative nature shall be read three times 
in each house before they pass into laws, and shall be signed by the pre- 
siding officers of both houses,” and it is as equally certain under the 
decisions of this Court that the certificate of ratification attested by the 
signatures of the presiding officers carries with it the presumption con- 
clusive, that all such bills and resolutions have been duly passed by the 
bodies and cannot be questioned by the courts. Suppose, as individuals, 
we admit, which the answer does not, that this bill did not pass its 
several readings, can that fact be shown in a court of law in the face of 
ratification and the genuine signatures of the presiding officers certifying 
to the contrary? This is the naked question. Ratification gives au- 
thority to the act. The presiding officers who upon ratification attach 
their signatures to a bill do it in open session, calling the attention of 
the members to the fact that the same is about to be signed and reading 
the title of the bill. When it is signed, ratification is thereupon made 
of it by the body through their agent, the presiding officer. It is their 
act and deed, and nothing, not even the Journal itself, can contradict it 
or be used as evidence against it. Ratification is of higher dignity and 
of more authority than the Journals kept by the clerks. Ratification 
and the signatures of the proper officers presume a passage of the bill 
by the Legislature according to the requirements of the Constitution, 
and the courts of law—the Judicial Department—a coequal depart- 

ment—are not allowed to go behind or question them. We have 
(244) clear authority for this in our own reports. In Broadnax v. 

Groom, 64 N. C., 244, certain taxpayers in Rockingham County, 
in their complaint, sought an injunction against the collection of a tax 
levied by the commissioners under an act of the General Assembly on 
the ground that the act was private and was passed without the thirty 
days notice of application required by the Constitution. That case . 
presented the very question which, we have before us now. Could the 
plaintiffs in that case be allowed to go behind the ratification of the act 
and show by any kind of proof—by the Journals or otherwise—that the 
constitutional requirement had not been complied with? The Constitu- 
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tion provides that “The General Assembly shall not pass any Private 
Law unless it shall be made to appear that thirty days notice of applhiea- 
tion to pass such a law shall have been given.” The Constitution pro- 
vides that “All bills and resolutions of a legislative nature shall be read 
three times in each house before they pass into laws.” The constitu- 
tional requirement in both these instances is specific and definite and 
positive; and yet this Court held in the Broadnaw case, supra, that the 
act having been certified by the presiding officers of both houses as duly 
ratified, it was not competent for the judiciary to g0 behind the ratifica- 
tion. Chief Justice Pearson, who delivered the opinion of the Court in 
that case, said: “We do not think it necessary to enter into the question 
whether this is a public act or a private one, in regard to which thirty 
days notice of the application must be given; for taking it to be a mere 
private act, we are of the opinion that the ratification certified by the 
Lieutenant Governor and the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
makes it a matter of record which cannot be impeached before the 
courts in a collateral way. Lord Coke says, ‘A record until reversed 
importeth verity.’ There can be no doubt that acts of the General 

Assembly, like judgments of courts, are matters of record, and (245) 
the idea that the verity of the record can be averred against in a 

collateral proceeding. is opposed to all of the authorities. The courts 
must act on the maxim ‘omnia presumuntur.” Suppose an Act of Con- 
gress is returned by the President with his objections, and the Vice- 
President and the Speaker of the House certify that it passed after- 
wards by the constitutional majority, is it open for the courts to go 
behind the record and hear proof to the contrary?” It is clear from the 
above that the meaning of the Chief Justice, when he said, “We are of 
opinion that the ratification certified by the Lieutenant Governor and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives makes it a matter of record 
which cannot be impeached before the courts in a collateral way,” was, 
that all attacks in the courts upon legislation which appeared to be rati- 
fied and had the signatures of the presiding officers attached, were 
collateral attacks, and that any direct impeachment of such acts must 
arise in, and be conducted by, that jurisdiction which has power in the 
matter—the Legislative Department. If he only meant to say that the 
Court could afford a remedy in such matters, but that they would not 
do so in the case then before the Court, because the attack was collateral, 
then it would have to be admitted that he expressed himself most con- 
fusedly in one of the most important questions ever brought before the 
Court. That would be a bold assertion to make of Judge Pearson. And 
besides, 1f the proceeding in that case was not direct, but only collateral, 
then it is not saying too much to declare that no direct method of attack- 
ing an act of the Legislature through the courts can be devised. Cer- 
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tainly that was a more direct impeachment than the one now before the 
Court. We are not without direct authorities from other courts than 
our own. | | 
In ex parte Wren, 63 Miss., 512, this same question is discussed and 
decided upon the same principle as was Broadnax v. Groom, 
(246) supra, that Court holding that an enrolled act of the Legislature, 
having been signed by the presiding ofhcers of the two Houses 
and the Governor, is the sole expositor of its contents and is conclusive 
evidence that the act so signed contains the provisions of the bill as 
passed by the two Houses. And the Journals of those Houses cannot be 
resorted to to show that such act does not contain amendments to the 
bill which were adopted by the two branches of the Legislature. The 
Court said, “Every other view subordinates the Legislature and disre- 
gards the coequal position in our system of the three departments of 
government.” The opinion in Wren’s case is comparatively of recent 
date, is a very able one, and reviews the decisions of many of the state 
courts on this question. It mentions that the courts of many of the 
states, including that of North Carolina in the case of Broadnax v. 
Groom, held the same opinion as did the Supreme Court of Mississippi. 


In Pangborn v. Young, 32 N. J., 29, the principle laid down in the 
Broadnaxy case is more than indorsed. The Supreme Court of New 
Jersey in that case decided, first, that when an act had been passed by 
the Legislature and signed by the Speaker of each house, approved by 
the Governor, and filed in the office of the Secretary of State, an ex- 
emplification of it under the Great Seal is conclusive evidence of its 
existence and contents; second, that it is not competent for the Court 
to go behind this attestation or to admit evidence to show that the law, 
as actually voted on and passed and approved by the Governor, was 
variant from that filed in the office of the Secretary of State; third, the 
minutes of the two Houses or either of them, although kept under the 
requirements of the Constitution, cannot be received as evidence for 

such purpose. In that case the Court said: “The body which 
(247) passes a law must of necessity promulgate it in some form. In 

point of fact the legislative power over the certification of its own 
laws is of necessity almost unlimited, as will appear from the circum- 
stance that, with regard to the body of an act there is no evidence of 
any kind but that which the Legislature itself furnishes in the copy, 
deposited in the State archives. We are also to reflect that it is the 
power which passes the law which can best determine what the law is, 
which itself has created. The Legislature in this case has certified to 
this Court by the hands of its two principal officers that the act now 
before us is the identical statute which it approved, and in my opinion 
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it is not competent for the Court to institute an inquiry into the truth 
of the fact thus solemnly attested.” 

The above cited authorities seem to me to be founded on experience 
and the law, and on a wise public policy; and as Justice Avery well said, 
in substance, in Logan v. R. R., 940, post, we ought to be influenced, 
when looking for assistance from the decisions of other courts, by those 
opinions which embody sound principles and just reasoning rather than 
by a simple numerical array of decided cases. 

I have tried to show that the decision of the Court in this case is in 
harmony with its former decisions, and that the Court is sustained by 
the opinions of some of the ablest courts of other states. S. v. Glasgow, 
1 N. C., 176, was not even cited as an authority by the counsel for 
plaintiff in the argument before us. It has no bearing that I can see 
on this case as a law authority, though interesting as a bit of early 
official corruption. No legislative act or power was questioned. It was 
simply the case where a former Secretary of State himself fraudu- 
lently issued a land warrant, was indicted and convicted of the (248) 
offense and stripped of his official honors. 

In addition, there is to my mind another insuperable objection to the 
adoption by the Court of the plaintiff’s view of this case. It is this: 
There could in that event be no unity of decision even in our own 
Courts. If the certificate of ratification can be inquired into by the 
courts, then the trial courts, with the same matter in issue, that is 
whether an act properly certified as having been ratified had duly 
passed its several readings, might and could arrive at different verdicts 
and judgments, as the proof varied in each trial. Today a statute might 
be declared void because a jury had determined that it had not passed 
its several readings, and tomorrow the same statute in a new trial with 
additional testimony, or m a different court, might be declared good and 
valid. And, again, if ratification be not conclusive, how are the stability 
and integrity of our statutory laws to be maintained in other states and 
abroad ? 

From the position I have taken in this concurring opinion, it is not 
necessary for me to discuss the other allegations of the complaint that 
the signatures of the presiding officers were procured by fraud. If the 
certificate of ratification cannot be impeached in a court of law, even 
by the Journals themselves as evidence, it is certain that by all the rules 
of evidence parol proof cannot be introduced for that purpose. 

In conclusion I desire to emphasize that the Court has not made a 
decision upon a mere matter of fraud. It is a question of jurisdiction, 
of power, whether one coequal department of the government can invade 
the province of another and question or dispute the solemn act of the 
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latter attested by the genuine signatures of those officers who are em- 
powered and required to attest and certify those acts. I insist 
(249) that the decision of the Court in this case upholds the integrity 
and independence of one of the coequal departments of the govern- 
ment, and preserves the power and jurisdiction of the two, involved in 
this suit. It is better for us, and will be better for posterity, if in cases 
where fraud and deceit have been or shall be practiced upon the pre- 
siding officers of the Senate and House, by means of which their signa- | 
tures to spurious bills have been obtained, for the Legislature to be con- 
vened (if an adjournment was had before discovery) and allowed to cor- 
rect such errors or mistakes, than that the Court should assume a juris- 
diction which does not belong to it, and thereby begin an encroachment 
upon the rights of the legislative department, to end possibly in judicial 
tyranny, the basest and the most detestable species of oppression. 


Avery, J., dissenting: The plaintiff alleges on behalf of the people of 
North Carolina, that a forged paper, purporting to be an enrolled bill, 
that had passed both Houses of the General Assembly, was placed before 
the presiding officers of the Senate and House of Representatives, and 
that, being misled by fraudulent misrepresentations, they were induced 
to attach their official signatures to it and give it the force and effect of 
a law. Upon these facts the plaintiff, as a citizen and in the name of the 
people of the State, prays the Court to declare that this paper which by 
such covinous trickery has been placed upon the files in the office of 
the Secretary of State, is not a part of the statute law and to restrain 
that officer from furnishing it for publication among the acts of the 
Legislature. The judge who presided in the court below holds that, ad- 
mitting the paper ratified in this way to have been a forgery, the courts 
are powerless to remedy this great wrong, and the people can have no 
relief till the Legislature shall again assemble. If it be asked how this 

admission was made, I answer that it was made by the judge who 
(250) heard the ease below, when he held, on motion of defendant’s 

counsel, that the plaintiff was not entitled to the relief demanded 
upon the faee of the complaint unanswered, or, in other words, if there 
were no denial by answer of the allegation that the enrollment of the 
bill was procured by fraud and the signatures made by mistake, the 
court had no authority to remedy the wrong done to the public. If 
authority be demanded to sustain this proposition, then I refer, as the 
last of an indefinite line of decisions sustaining this familiar doctrine, to 
Bank v. Adrian, decided at this term, in which the present Chief 
Justice, in a very elaborate opinion declared that, when a plaintiff 
insisted that the answer did not state facts sufficient to constitute a de- 
fense, just as the defendant contends here that the complaint fails to 
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state facts constituting a cause of action, it was a case “in which one 
party alleged fraud and the other admitted 1t.” 

In my opinion, to admit that an adroit forger can fraudulently con- 
vert his own handiwork into a statute which the courts, with full knowl- 
edge of its character must enforce as law, is to confess before the world 
that government of the people and by the people is an egregious failure. 
T am not prepared to admit that courts of Equity, which have dealt 
death blows to fraud wherever it has reared its hydra head, for hundreds 
of years, must desist from unearthing and undoing such iniquity be- 
cause the perpetrator attempts to take refuge in the purlieus of the 
temple where a coérdinate department of the government is in council. 
The arm of the law is not so shortened that it cannot right such wrong 
wherever done. No precincts are too sacred to be invaded by its process 
when such an end is in view. We cannot forget the fact that this is a 
case of the first impression. The judicial annals of the states of this 
Union have been searched in vain to find a parallel for it, and 
any argument founded upon the authorities cited is misleading in (251) 
that 1t assumes an analogy where none exists. 

As this is the first case in the history of the Anglo-Saxon civilization 
where a forger has attempted to play the role of law-maker, it seems to 
me a fitting opportunity to vindicate the truth of the axiom that our 
system of jurisprudence affords an adequate remedy for every wrong 
done to a citizen, either as individual or as a representative of the public. 
Courts of Equity, says a leading law-writer, have been confidently 
resorted to in order to sift the consciences of men and trace out fraud, 
so that titles founded upon it might be declared void. When the plain- 
tiff comes into court to demand this probing of the consciences of those 
who know the history of this admitted fraud and forgery, counsel for the 
defense meet him with the objection that the clause of the Constitution, 
which guarantees the independence of three codrdinate branches of the 
State government, is an insuperable barrier to any action on the part 
of the courts. Section 8, of Article I, of the Constitution, provides that 
“The legislative, executive and supreme judicial powers of the State 
ought to be forever separate and distinct.” Is it an invasion of the 
domain of either of the other two departments to draw in question before 
the courts the validity of an instrument only attested by the chief officers 
of either of them? The organic law, it will be observed, couples the 
Executive with the Legislative Department. Where a private citizen of 
North Carolina records an entry upon the entry-taker’s books, contain- 
ing a specific description of a tract of land, or by a survey makes an 
indefinite description certain, before his neighbor makes an entry of the 
same land, though the latter may procure an older grant signed by the 
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Governor of the State, the courts in the exercise of their equitable juris- 

diction have never hesitated, upon application of the senior 
(252) enterer, to declare the older grant issued by the head of the 

Executive Department null.and void, and to compel the junior 
enterer to convey the legal title to him who has the better right, because 
with notice that his neighbor had expended his money for an entry of 
the same land the junior enterer is guilty of fraud in procuring the first 
title from the State. Johnston v. Shelton, 39 N. C., 85; Harris v. 
Ewing, 18 N. C., 874; Currie v. Gibson, 57 N. C., 25; Munroe v. McCor- 
mick, 41 N. C., 85; Grayson v. English, 115 N. C., 358. Though grants 
for land are signed by the chief officer of a codrdinate branch of the 
government, it has never been suggested during the century in which the 
courts have been setting aside these solemn patents, under the great seal 
of the State, on the ground that they were procured by fraud, that the 
courts were ‘invading the independent domain of the Governor, as the 
head of the Executive Department. 


This being a case of the first impression here, the issue must not be 
obscured by remote analogies, drawn from precedents not in point. If 
section 8, Article I, of the Constitution, is invoked to prevent the investi- 
gation demanded by the people through that one of thelr number whom 
they have chosen as their Chief Executive, it will be seen at a glance 
by layman as well as lawyer that the Constitution affords the same 
protection to the independence of the executive as of the legislative and 
judicial departments. If it is an impenetrable shield, behind which 
fraud may stalk secure and mock with ghoulish glee the anger of an 
injured people, when suit is brought to show that the signatures of the 
two presiding officers of the two branches of the Legislature were pro- 
cured by fraud and attached by mistake to an instrument affecting the 

rights of the whole body of the people, how is it that it has never 
(253) occurred to the long line of illustrious men who have preceded 

us in this Court, that it was an invasion of the distinct power of 
the Executive Department to set aside its great seal, which above all 
things imports verity at home and abroad, and the signature of its chief 
officer, where a single citizen complains that another procured that 
solemn attestation in fraud of the complainant’s individual right? 


The single issue of law presented by this appeal is whether a forged 
paper purporting to be an enrolled bill that had passed both houses, 
when presented to the presiding officers and signed by them under the 
mistaken belief that it 1s genuine, is open to attack for fraud like a 
grant signed by the Governor. The gravamen of the complaint is 
embodied in section 11, where it is alleged that “By some means un- 
known to this plaintiff, but which he is informed and believes to be 
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fraudulent, the said bill was enrolled by some person to the plaintiff 
unknown, in the office of the enrolling clerk, and signed by mistake by 
the President of the Senate and Speaker of the House of Representatives 
upon the day upon which it purports to have been ratified.” 


Equity vacates a patent which the Governor signs, not by mistake, 
but in accordance with the requirements of law, because it is procured in 
fraud of the superior rights of a single citizen. Why then shall the same 
tribunal declare itself powerless to rectify a fraud upon the rights of 
the whole people of the State, accomplished by imposition practiced in 
the most specious way, directly upon the chiefs of the two branches of 
the Legislative Department ? 

When the people met in convention and framed a Constitution they 
expressly delegated certain powers to each of the three departments, and 
prohibited one or all of these agencies, for the most part, in Article I, 
in terms quite as clear, from exercising certain other sovereign authority. 
The result was, that while the Legislature, as the representative 
of the popular will, is still clothed with the residuary power, or (254) 
that which 1s not expressly granted to either of the other depari- 
ments, and that does not fall within the prohibitions mentioned, it is in 
the exercise of its own delegated authority, coequal, not superior, to the 
other codrdinate branches acting within the purview of their powers. All 
- three are mere agents of the people, acting under an express power of 
attorney. When, therefore, it is provided in section 16, Article II], of 
the Constitution, that “All grants and commissions shall be issued in 
the name and by authority of the State of North Carolina, sealed with 
the great seal of the State, signed by the Governor and countersigned 
by the Secretary of State,” and in section 23, Article II, that “All bills, 
ete., shall be signed by the presiding officers of the two houses,” the one 
clause is hedged about with no more of the divinity of sovereignty than 
the other. 

Battle, J., says in 8. v. Glen, 52 N. C., 321, “Our predecessors were 
the first of any judges in any state in the Union, to assume and exercise 
the jurisdiction of deciding that a legislative enactment was forbidden 
by the Constitution and was therefore null and void. See Bayard »v. 
Singleton, 1 N. C., 5, decided in November, 1789, which was four or five 
years anterior to the earliest case on the subject referred to by Chan-_ 
cellor Kent. 1 Kent’s Com., 450.” Since that early day this Court has 
never hesitated to assume this authority to pronounce a statute passed 
by the Legislature with all of the forms of law, null and void because 
repugnant to the Constitution. Indeed, at this term an act which had 
not been published in the laws, but which was regularly passed at the 
last session of the Legislature, has been in effect declared unconstitu- 
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(255) tional, because the right of exacting more than six per cent as 
interest allowed therein was held to fall within the constitutional 
inhibition against granting special privileges. 

No one questions the right of this Court in a proper case to pronounce 
an act, which is admitted to embody the true sentiment of the Legis- 
lature, void on the ground that it had no right to pass it, yet, if what 
now purports to be the statute before us had provided that the lawful 
tate of interest in this State should be three per cent a month, or thirty- 
six per annum, and its passage had been procured by speculators and 
note-shavers, it would nevertheless be contended, if the opinion of the 
Court is founded upon the correct interpretation of the organic law, that 
the people would be placed in the dreadful dilemma of groaning under 
such a burden, until another General Assembly should meet, or of ask- 
ing the Governor to call an extra session, at a heavy expense, of the same 
Legislature, that according to the admissions in the pleadings failed at 
its last session to close some of its clerk’s rooms against forgery and 
fraud. I do not believe that the law properly interpreted reduces us to 
this dire extremity. . 


There would be a prospect of a much more economical and satisfactory 
settlement of this controversy by the trial before a jury of an issue of 
fraud, as demanded by the plaintiff, than by inviting the same bodies 
with the same lobbyists lurking around them, to remedy the great wrong ~ 
that the public have suffered through some agency that was, at its last 
session, able to reach its employees. With due deference for the views 
of others, I am of opinion that we ought on this question, which has 
been presented to us first of all the courts of America, to follow the 
example of our predecessors more than a century ago, and assert for the 
courts the power to unravel fraud, even if the tangled skein should take 
us behind the solemn act of ratification by presiding officers, as did the 

determination of the early judges to prevent violations of the 
(256) sacred instrument which they had sworn to support. 

The clear-cut issue of law raised by admitting the truth of the 
charge of fraud must not be obscured by discussing the preceding allega- 
tions in reference to a bill, in the same words, the legislative history of 
which is traced till it is found tabled in the House and turned over to the 
State Librarian, who is the custodian of bills, which are thus strangled ~ 
in the earlier stages of their existence. These allegations are, at most, 
but an attempt to negative the idea in advance, that the forged paper 
had a legislative history leading up to its ratification, which the de- 
fendant might contend could not be contradicted. It does not seem to 
me bad pleading to have inserted these allegations, when the relief de- 
manded was a perpetual restraining order against the defendant, 
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although the plaintiff relied solely upon the ground that the paper pre- 
sented to the presiding officers was falsely and fraudulently represented 
to them to be an enrolled bill and its ratification procured in that way. 
Counsel for the defendant cannot be allowed “to blow hot and cold” to 
induce the court, on motion, to hold that it cannot hear proof of the 
allegation of fraud, if true, and then to say by way of breaking the force 
of the ruling invoked that they could disprove the charges of forgery 
and fraud, if they would. The fact that the bill was enrolled without 
authority and signed by mistake, is not, for the purposes of this appeal, 
denied by any one. That it is fraudulently enrolled and presented for 
signature is alleged in the complaint, and his Honor holds that even 
though all this is true, the court has no jurisdiction to hear evidence to 
show its truth. | 


The argument deduced from supposed future inconvenience is always 
the most specious and unsatisfactory kind of reasoning. To the sugges- 
tion that possible evils may ensue from sustaining the power of 
the courts to impeach the validity of a statute, it may be answered (257) 
that the announcement that the Constitution is a shield for manu- 
facturers of forged law will indeed open a Pandora’s box, out of which 
will issue invitations to those who are capable of such a crime, to throng 
the lobbies of our legislative halls and make, by bribery, forgery and 
other fraudulent practices, the laws which should be framed to afford 
remedies for the grievances and protection to the rights of the people. 


A free government like ours must always be dependent for its stability 
more upon the virtue and integrity than upon the intelligence of its 
citizens. As well might we insist that the statute, which allows any 
person in the State to make affidavit that any other person has, as he is 
‘informed and believes, committed murder, and demand a warrant for his 
arrest, should be repealed because it opens a way for the arrest of every 
innocent man in the State, as that to permit investigation of the allega- 
tion that what purports to be a law regularly ratified is not in reality 
an expression of the will of the people through their representatives, but 
the work of a forger, would raise a doubt as to the validity of every 
statute passed by the Legislature. Where the plaintiff asks, on behalf 
of the people, an order restraining the Secretary of State from publish- 
ing a ratified act on file in his office he is required to make an oath, 
which if made falsely and without probable cause subjects him to punish- 
ment for perjury. It is not to be supposed that such risks will be taken 
inconsiderately, and, if the perpetrators of this disgraceful crime could 
be impaled before the world and held up to public execration, it is to be 
hoped that another century of our history would glide by without such a 
flagrant,instance of corrupt interference with legislation. 
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I understand my brethren to concede, what cannot be denied, that not 
one of these cases cited to sustain the opinion of the Court is 

(258) exactly in point here, for the reason that it has never before been 
charged, much less proved, that the ratification of a forged bill 

was fraudulently procured, when it had not in fact passed. The ques- 
tion raised in the cases relied upon by the majority of the Court to 
sustain their.position, was whether the Journals of the two legislative 
Houses could be used to show that an enrolled bill did not pass. No 
such thing is proposed by the plaintiff here. In the complaint he says 
that a paper purporting to be an act of the Legislature was fraudulently 
enrolled and signed by mistake, and, as introductory to this allegation, 
he avers in substance that the Journals not only do not contradict, but 
tend to confirm it. A similar bill passed its first reading in the House 
of Representatives, was tabled on its second reading, and can now be 
adduced in evidence from the office of the lawful custodian of such 
papers. The Journal of the Senate fails to show that any such bill was 
ever: before that body. So that the record of the one body, as far as it 
goes, tends to corroborate, while there is no recorded history of any such 
bill in the Journals of the other to contradict what is relied upon by 
the plaintiff as the basis of his action, the fact that a forged paper, signed 
by the presiding officers by mistake, is now being enforced to restrict the 
right of the citizen, in the interest of the procurers of this monumental 
fraud. Looking at the case from the standpoint of my brethren, it ap- 
pears from a brief of cases involving the question whether the ratifica- 
tion can be contradicted by the Journals, which would be found in the 
notes on pages 661-667, 143 U. S., that, in 28 of the states the courts 
have held that it is competent to impeach the ratification by the Journals 
directly, while it is held to the contrary in but nime states. The con- 
ceded fact that in some of those states there are constitutional 

(259) amendments providing that the ratification may be contradicted 
by the Journal shows conclusively that we have no reason to fear 

the threatened ills which are prophesied as probable results of going 
behind the ratification of an act to show that it did not pass and that its 
enrollment was procured by fraud, when 28 states still afford good 
government to their citizens, after permitting the Journals to be used 
to show, not fraud, but that the ratified bill did not pass. Indeed, 
it is worthy of special notice that the forgery of what purports to be an 
enrolled bill has been first attempted where the people had never been 
permitted to go behind the ratification and when it was hoped by the 
perpetrators of the fraud that their covinous work would prove, as it 
has done, effectual. When the courts of more than three-fourths of the 
States have ventured to go behind the ratification of statutes te eall in 
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question the regularity of the successive steps preceding the signing by 
the presiding officers, it seems to me that we may venture, when the first 
attempt is made to impeach for fraud instead of irregularity, to look for 
an analogy to govern us rather to the views of the 28 than to the 
opinions of the nine courts. 

The position of the Court, in my opinion, finds no support in Broad- 
nac v. Groom, 64 N. C., 244, where Chief Justice Pearson, speaking for 
the Court, holds that “The ratification certified by the Lieutenant Gov- 
ernor and the Speaker of the House of Representatives makes it a matter 
of record, which cannot be impeached before the courts in a collateral 
way.” But the plaintiff is making not a collateral, but a direct attack, 
and the Court in that opinion concedes that even a record can be success- 
fully avoided and reversed, where it is directly attacked for fraud or 
irregularity. It is true that where there is a want of jurisdiction 
apparent upon the face of a record, it may be impeached without (260) 
any direct proceeding, just as the validity of ratified statute may 
be questioned for repugnance to the Constitution. Springer v. Shaven- 
der, ante, 12. If the Constitution does not forbid, why should public 
policy prohibit a citizen on behalf of the whole people from impeaching 
a statute for fraud, when for his own protection he may attack a judg- 
ment regular upon its face? It was said obiter in Scarborough v. Robin- 
son, 81 N. C., 409, that the Journals could not.be introduced to attack 
the existence and validity of a statute regularly filed among the records 
in the office of the Secretary of State. If that doctrine is conceded to 
have the force of law, it in no wise affects a case where the plaintiff 
relies upon proving that the enrollment of the bill was procured by 
fraud, and where, if the defendant resorts to the Journals to disprove it, 
he finds that they tend rather to corroborate than to contradict the alle- 
gation. The opinion of the majority of the Court, in Cook v. Meares, 
post, 582, intimates very broadly that the opinion in Scarborough v. 
Robinson ought to be overruled upon the point really involved, because 
it conceded to the presiding officers, if corrupt or unmindful of their 
duty, the power by refusing to sign to in reality veto bills regularly 
passed by the representatives of the people. Should we, then, standing 
in a position to make a precedent for the courts of America, hesitate to 
declare invalid an act which, we must assume, both of these officials 
would declare to have been done by mistake on their part, and to have 
been procured by fraud on the part of others? 

I deeply regret that the majority of the Court have deemed it their 
duty to hold that the courts have no power to investigate and remedy the 
great wrong which has been done to the public. I regret it be- 
cause 1t gives immunity to the wrongdoers in this case, and, in (261) 
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my judgment, encouragement to others to attempt like frauds in the 
future. 


Crark, J., dissenting: A demurrer ore tenus was entered and the 
action dismissed because a cause of action was not stated. For the pur- 
pose of this proceeding, therefore, the allegations of the complaint are 
admitted to be true. It is thereby admitted that a bill was introduced 
into the lower House of the General Assembly; that this bill on its 
second reading was voted down by the representatives of the people; 
that the Journal also shows that fact, and the bill itself was stamped 
“tabled” and placed in the package of ‘‘tabled” bills, where it still 
remains. It is further admitted that the bill was not introduced in the 
Senate at all but, that notwithstanding the bill was defeated in one 
House and never presented for consideration in the other, a fraudulent 
copy of a bill of similar tenor was procured to be made by a sub-copyist 
of the enrolling clerk, and by mistake on the part of the two Speakers 
who were made to believe that it was a bill which had been duly read 
three times in each house, it was signed by them. The purport of the 
bill is to prohibit debtors from preferring any creditor in making assign- 
ments. | 

The plaintiff alleges that as a taxpayer he has a right to be protected 
from paying the expenses of printing the fraudulent bill and distributing 
it among the laws of the State; that as a citizen he has a right to be 
excused from including it among the laws which as a voter he was sworn 
to support, and that as a creditor the right he has had by our laws, time 
out of time, to have his debtors prefer him, should they see fit, should not 
be taken away from him against the will of the people, as expressed by 
their representatives in this Legislature, as likewise In many previous 

ones. ; 
(262) The Constitution under which we live, and which every officer 

of the State, from the highest to the least, and every registered 
voter has sworn to support, provides that “All bills shall be read three 
times in each House before they pass into laws.” It is admitted here 
that this pretended law has not been read three times in each. House. It 
is admitted that it has not been read three times in either house. It is 
admitted that 1t was read in only one House, and in that the people, 
through their representatives, defeated it and refused to let it pass. It 
is admitted that subsequently the Speakers were imposed upon and 
erroneously certified that the bill had passed three readings in each 
house. ’ 

It is contended, however, that we cannot go behind the signatures of 
the Speakers. But the signatures of the Speakers, procured by fraud, 
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are not their signatures. Fraud vitiates them as it vitiates everything it 
touches. It is urged, however, that it is dangerous to open up the acts 
of the Legislature to be set aside for fraud, and that this would unsettle 
the laws. The fraud alleged is not in procuring the passage of an act, 
but in procuring an untrue certificate that it has been passed. If the 
alleged statute is not the will of the people, expressed in a constitutional 
way by three readings in each.house of the General Assembly, there 1s 
no power to make it a law, and no consideration of danger should pre- 
vent a declaration that the laws heretofore made by the people, in the 
constitutional mode, cannot be repealed, revoked and set aside in this 
mode. If there could be any danger in refusing to admit as a law a bill 
which, without having been passed, is untruly certified as having been 
passed, it is to be remembered that among a free people, no other danger 
is comparable to that of substituting in the enactment of laws 

for the will of the people the power of money in securing, by (263) 
shifty devices, a false certificate of the passage of an act, and a 
holding by the courts that such villainy is conclusive and above the — 
power of the people to correct through their courts. Deeds signed, 
sealed and delivered bind the parties, but it has never been considered 
that land titles would be unsettled if deeds procured by fraud were set 
aside. This rather tends to avoid land troubles. So, rejecting from the 
statute book a surreptitious bill which admittedly was not enacted by. 
the votes of the people’s representatives is not to unsettle the laws, but 
to establish them “broad-based upon the people’s will.” If a judgment 
of this or any other court under seal should be procured by mistake or 
fraud, it can be set aside. 

It is urged, however, that this touches a codrdinate department of the 
government. But the Judiciary is the only body authorized to investi- 
gate and ascertain whether it is the act of the General Assembly, or a 
measure which, rejected by the body, has nevertheless been fraudulently 
palmed off on the Speakers and their signatures thereto procured by 
‘fraud practiced on them. The Executive is also a codrdinate depart- 
ment. It is a matter of history that towards the close of the last century 
certain land warrants were fraudulently issued by the Secretary of 
State, the broad seal of the State was affixed, and the Governor, being 
misled, honestly affixed his signature (as the Speakers did here), but the 
Court went behind the great seal, behind the admittedly genuine signa- 
ture of the Governor, set the fraudulent land warrants aside, and jailed 
the agent of the fraud, and the next Legislature changed the name of 
the county (Glasgow) which had been named in honor of the dishonest 
Secretary of State. | 

The Supreme Court of this State had its origin in the organization 


by law of a temporary tribunal created to investigate and set aside 
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(264) this fraud perpetrated on the Executive Department, and in- 
deed, by one of its heads and to punish its perpetrators. S. v. 
Glasgow, 1 N. C.,176. It would be singular if after the lapse of nearly 
a century the developed Court, with larger powers and chosen by the 
people, should be powerless to set aside and annul a greater fraud upon 
popular rights perpetrated by simulating the people’s imprimatur in 
passing off, as a law of the State, a bill which their Representatives 
rejected, and which some corrupt hireling of interested parties procured 
to be falsely certified as an act of the General Assembly by the officers 
of that body, who were deceived, in the rush and hurry of the closing 
hours of the session, into believing it was a genuine bill. Failing for 
many sessions to procure the passage of the act from the popular assem- 
bly, the interested parties fraudulently procured this bill to be certified 
as having been passed. To give it currency as law, is to pass off “the 
buzzard in the eagle’s nest” as the imperial eagle itself. We acknowledge 
as laws only the legal expression of the people’s will. This bill is not 
the people’s will. It is what their representatives have declared by a 
vote was not their will. It is not such as this that the men of North 
Carolina have sworn to support as “laws.” It is such as this which we 
have sworn not to support as laws, by our oath to a constitution which 
says nothing shall be a law till it has been adopted by having received the 
assent of our representatives on three several occasions in each House 
of the General Assembly. This has not only not received such assent, 
but has received their refusal. 
- The power to construe a law necessarily carries with it the power to 
investigate whether a pretended law is really a law duly enacted 
(265) or a fraudulent simulation which in fact was never enacted into 
law, 

In the presence of so vital and so plain a principle: precedents are not 
needed, but we have them. The Constitution provides that,. before be- 
coming laws, bills shall be read three times in each house and shall be 
signed by the Speakers. In Scarborough v. Robinson, 81 N. C., 409, it 
was held that if the latter requirement was lacking, the bill was not a 
law, even though it had the other and far more important requirement 
of having been passed three times in each House. A fortior?,. if the bill 
has not received the assent of the three constitutional readings, it cannot 
be the will of the General Assembly. To hold otherwise would be to 
sacrifice form to substance, and to say that the certificate of the Speaker 
is sufficient without a vote of the General Assembly, and (as in this case) 
in spite of an.adverse vote of that body. Again, the Constitution re- 
quires that the style of an act shall be, “The General Assembly of North 
Carolina do enact.” In 8S. v. Patterson, 98 N. C., 660, it was held that 
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although the Speakers had signed and certified a bill as ratified, yet, if 
this formula was omitted therefrom, it was a nullity, because the Con- 
stitution required it, 

But we are in the presence of a greater and more important constitu- 
tional requirement than the formula which begins an act, or the certifi- 
cate of the Speakers. These are matters of form and essential only be- 
cause required by the Constitution. We are now face to face with the 
constitutional requirement that the bill shall three times receive the 
assent of each House “before it shall become a law,” and the principle, 
greater than the Constitution itself, that the lawmaking power resides 
in the sovereign people to be exercised by their representatives, an¢ 
that nothing shall be law unless voted by them, and especially nothing 
shall be law which (as in this case) has been refused by their 
vote. Even the common law itself is law in this State only by (266) 
virtue of an enactment of the General Assembly. 

In other states questions have come up as to the power to go behind 
the certificate of ratification signed by the Speakers, in cases of mere 
irregularities, and it has been held in 28 states that this can be 
done, as this Court has already held in 8S. v. Patterson, supra. in 
nine States only, it has been held that the certificate of ratification is 
conclusive against irregularities. These cases need not be here recited 
and reviewed. They are easily accessible in the 23 A. & E., 196 et seg. 
But in none of these cases have we the bold and glaring and admitted 
fraud upon popular sovereignty which is here presented. 

The requirement that thirty days notice must be given of a private 
law is a condition precedent which the Legislature passes upon, but a 
constitutional provision that the bill must be read three times in each 
House before it passes into law goes into the essential matter which a 
court must determine in passing upon the question whether a printed 
piece of paper laid before it is a legislative enactment. The certificate 
of the Speaker is certainly prima facie and very strong presumption 
that it is, but when the very matter at issue is the allegation that the 
certificate of the Speaker was procured by fraud (and this is admitted 
by the demurrer), then it is begging the question to say that such piece 
of paper is conclusively the law of the land without the vote, nay, against 
the votes, of the law-making power. It is also begging the question to 
say that the Legislature certifies to us, over the signatures of their two 
principal officers, that this act was passed. The very issue is, did the 
two officers so certify, or were their signatures procured by fraud ? 

If so, 1t 1s in law not their signatures and this is admitted by the (267) 
demurrer which admits the allegations that in truth the bill did 

not pass, but was defeated, and that the certificate of the presiding 
officers is false and was procured by fraud practiced on them, an allega- 
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tion which those officers in justice to themselves should have been per- 
mitted to prove by their own testimony in court. 

The people are the source of all power, but if there is fraud in certify- 
ing untruly to the declaration of their will at the ballot box, the courts 
can and will right the wrong and declare the true result. Whence comes 
it that the legislative department is so superior, or so inferior, that a 
certificate, fraudulently procured, which falsely certifies that 1t has 
passed a bill, cannot be set aside on proof that, in truth, the opposite 
result was declared. The courts have the same power to investigate in 
one case as in the other. 

It is not the declaration of the result of a vote by the Legislature 
itself which is in question, for that would be conclusive, but the false 
certificate that it had so declared, when it is admitted that the Legis- 
lature declared just the opposite by tabling the bill. 

In this proceeding, if the jury found that the certificate was false and 
was fraudulently procured, the judgment would be to strike the fraudu- 
lent bill out of the files and out of the printed laws and to declare it, 
what it is, a nullity, as to all the world. This being an equitable juris- 
diction, the action can only be maintained in the Superior Court and one 
action 1s conclusive. It is not open to the objection that such proceed- 
ings might, if allowed, be brought before a justice of the peace, nor that 
there might be different verdicts before different juries. That might be 
urged against a proceeding, as in Wyatt v. Mfg. Co., post, 271, where 

the invalidity of an act is attempted to be set up, collaterally as 
(265) it were, in litigation between parties. But it cannot apply where 

the proceeding is brought against the Secretary of State directly 
to have the act, which is fraudulently procured to be certified, struck out 
of the files of enrolled bills in his office and declared a nullity. In Cook 
v. Meares, post, 582, Furches, J., speaking for the Court, animadverted 
upon the holding in Scarborough v. Robinson that the signatures of the 
Speakers were essential to the validity of an act on the ground that this 
is to give them an unrevisable veto power. For a stronger reason, then, 
to give to their signatures the effect of law, without, or contrary to, the 
vote of the Legislature is to give them far more than an unrevisable 
negative power of veto. It gives them the unrevisable postive legislative 
power. In this case, there is even more, for this vast power, without 
revision by any authority, is vested in their signatures when procured 
by fraud if the courts cannot reject a pretended act, even when it is 
offered to be proved by the verdict of a jury that such act did not pass 
the Legislature and was not intentionally signed by the Speakers and 
the Speakers are not allowed to testify that their signatures were pro- 
cured by fraud. 

The Constitution does not require that the presiding officers shall sign 
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bills in the presence of the Houses or with their assent, and neither the 
certificate itself nor the complaint indicates that this was done. It may 
be the usual practice, but it is not required, nor does 1t appear to have 
been done; hence, there is no presumption that 1t was done, upon which 
an argument can be based. The signing has no law-making power in 
itself, but is a mere certification of what the law-making body has de- 
cided, and like all certificates may be impeached for fraud or mistake; 
otherwise, the certificate 1s more powerful than the authority doing the 
act which is certified. 

If we could conceive that the two presiding officers of any (269) 
Legislature should purposely certify that a bill has passed, which 
had in fact been defeated, this could not nullify the action of the 
two Houses. If it could, then, they and not the General Assembly, are 
the law-making power. Certainly, for a stronger reason, when the sig- 
natures of the presiding officers are procured by a trick and fraud prac- 
ticed on them, there cannot be such virtue therein as to make a law 
against the vote of the body. | 

The case most strongly relied on by the defendant is Meld v. Clark, 
143 U.S., 295, but in that case 1t was admitted that the act had passed 
both Houses and had been approved by the President, and the point 
decided by the Court was that the act would not be vitiated because a 
section, which was in it when passed by the House, was omitted in the 
enrolled act on file. It must be noted also that the United States Consti- 
tution does not contain the essential provision which is in our Constitu- 
tion that “Each bill must be read three times in each House before it 
becomes a law,” and that in addition to the signatures of the Speakers 
there is the further safeguard that the bill is subject to the supervision 
and approval of the President, which the bill there in question had. 
Notwithstanding these vital differences in the two constitutions and 
the remote bearing the actual point there decided has upon this case, 
the Court nevertheless takes occasion to say (Harlan, J.), in that very 
opinion: “A bill signed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and by the President of the Senate, presented to and approved by the 
President of the United States, and delivered by the latter to the Secre- 
tary of State as an act passed by Congress, does not become a law of the 
United States if it had not in faet been passed by Congress. In view 
of the express requirements of the Constitution the correctness of 
this general principle cannot be doubted.” An enunciation more (270) 
exactly in point in its application to the controversy before us 
cannot be found. | 

ere, the bill was not voted in either House, but was expressly nega- 
tived by a vote, and this fact appears by the Journals (which are 
raquired by the Constitution to be kept), and is also admittedly beyond 
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controversy. The certificate of ratification was not purposely and know- 
ingly appended by the Speakers. They never knowingly intended to 
certify that this bill had been read three times in each house. Their 
signatures were inadvertently appended and were procured by gross 
fraud. They, in law, are not their signatures. This is not the “signing” 
which the Constitution requires to bills which have, three times before 
such signing, been read with the approval of each House. 

The conflicting decisions from other states as to whether the signa- 
tures of the Speakers can be contradicted by the Journals have no appii- 
cation to this case where the allegation is of fraud in procuring their 
signatures. 

The facts of this great fraud are admitted for the purpose of this 
appeal, for, though the complaint makes these allegations, the action 1s 
dismissed “because a cause of action is not stated.” It must be lawful 
to allege and to prove such fraud if “government by the people and for 
the people” is to continue. Otherwise, government by fraud has begun, 
the sure and unfailing sign in all history that the end of representative 
government is at hand. The judgment below should be reversed. 


Cited: Wyatt v. Mfg. Co., post, 272; Stanford v. Ellington, 117 
N. C., 160; Range Co. v. Carver, 118 N. C., 337; Bank v. Comrs., 119 
N. C., 222; Russell v. Ayer, 120 N. C., 187, 211; Comrs. v. Snuggs, 121 
N. C., 400, 404, 407; Charlotte v. Shepard, 122 N. C., 607; Smathers v. 
Comrs., 125 N. C., 486; Black v. Comrs., 129 N. C., 126; Comrs. v. 
DeRossett, ib., 279; Cotton Mills v. Waxhaw, 180 N. C., 294; Jackson v. 
Commission, tb., 415; Wilson v. Markley, 1388 N. C., 620; Graves v. 
Oomrs., 185 N. C., 54; Comrs. v. Packing Co., 1b., 66; Bickett v. Tax 
Com., 177 N. C., 443. 


(271) 
L. R. WYATT er at. v. WHEELER & WILSON MANUFACTURING 
COMPANY eT AL. 


Statutes—Enactment—Ratification—Signatures of Presiding Officers 
Fraudulently Procured or Afficed by Mistake. 


(For sytabus, see Carr v. Coke, ante.) 


On 14 March, 1895, the plaintiff L. R. Wyatt executed to the plaintiffs 
Job P. Wyatt and J. N. Holding the deed of assignment attached to the 
complaint conveying the large real and personal estate embraced therein 
and making preference of certain creditors named therein. 
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Thereupon sundry creditors alleging said deed to be void under the’ 
“Act to Regulate Assignments and Other Like Conveyances in North 
Carolina,” purporting to have been passed by the last General Assembly | 
of this State and to have been ratified 18 March, 1895, obtaired judg- 
ments against the said L. R. Wyatt in Wake Superior Court, and placed 
executions thereon in the hands of the sheriff of Wake County, who 
levied the same upon the tangible property embraced in said deed of 
assignment and was proceeding to sell the same, when the said trustor 
and trustees in behalf of themselves and all the creditors of the said 
L. R. Wyatt who should come in and make themselves parties plaintiff 
and contribute to the costs and expense of this action, instituted this 
action against the said judgment creditors, asking for an injunction 
against said sale and such other relief as they might be entitled to. An 
order was made requiring the defendants to show cause before his Honor 
Judge Starbuck, holding the April Term of Waxz, why the injunction 
should not be granted and that the defendants be restrained in 
the meanwhile. (272) 

The cause coming on to be heard at said term and having been 
fully argued, his Honor rendered the judgment dismissing this action 
and vacating the injunction. The peas: excepted to said judgment 
inthat’ , 

First. It saandecd that the validity of the act in question could not 
be impeached by evidence of non-compliance with the parliamentary 
requisites and forms of enactment. 

Second, That the court had no jurisdiction to hear such Panes 
evidence. 

Third. It adjudged that the action be dismissed ‘3 want of juris- 
diction. 

Fourth. That the plaintiffs and their sureties pay the costs of the 
action. 

‘Fifth. That the injunction be dissolved. 

Plaintiff appealed. 


Strong & Strong and J. N. Holding for plaintzffs. 
Argo & Snow for defendants. 


Farrctoru, C. J. For the reasons assigned in Carr v. Coke, ante, 
223, the judgment of the court below is 
Affirmed. 


Crark, J., dissenting: This case resembles much that of Carr v. Coke, 
ante, 223, an investigation of the same fraud being asked, and it is un- 
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‘ necessary to repeat the reasons given in the dissenting opinions filed in 
that case. In this case the plaintiffs claim under an assignment exe- 
cuted in accordance with the laws heretofore in force in this State, which 
in this respect Legislature after Legislature, including the present one, 
has declined to alter. The plaintiffs contend that such assignment is 
valid, and that their rights are not affected by the pretended 
(273) “assignment law” which, after being defeated on its passage in 
the present General Assembly, was surreptitiously and fraudu- 
lently procured to be signed by a deception practiced on the Speakers. 
The action was dismissed below on the ground that, taking the allega- 
tions to be true—and indeed they were not seriously controverted on the » 
argument—the court had no jurisdiction to right this great wrong 
and fraud. | 
Without passing upon the doubtful question whether the validity of 
the statute can be properly questioned in the somewhat collateral way in 
which it is presented in this case, I cannot concur in the reasons given 
for the decision by the Court. It would seem that certainly the Speakers 
of the two Houses should have been allowed to testify that this fraud 
had been practiced on them and that their signatures had not been know- 
ingly and intentionally placed to a bill which they knew had not been 
passed, but which had been defeated. This was due to them, to the 
Legislature and to the people. The péople are entitled, as a sacred and 
inviolable right, to be governed by no laws save those enacted by their 
representatives duly and legally assembled. The act of a corrupt and 
hired villain, whose proper place is the penitentiary, should by no pro- 
cess of reasoning or refinement of logic be imposed on the people, in 
express contradiction to a vote of their General Assembly. The power 
of consolidated wealth, acting through the channel of a purchased and 
hireling lobby, 1s a growing evil in all American legislation. The solemn 
and unmistakable issue in this case, brushing aside all technicalities, is 
simply this: Shall the law be what the representatives of the people 
declare it shall be, or shall the will of powerful and menacing combina~ 
tions of capital, acting through the lobbyists, with which they every- 
where assail legislative action, override and be substituted for the popu- 
lar will?) To a fearful extent this has been the result in Congress 
(274) and in many State Legislatures, but by more devious methods. 
This is the first instance in which one of these combinations, 
failing to secure its end by influencing legislation in the usual mode, 
has boldly and cynically defied the action of the General Assembly and 
set aside its negative vote by fraudulently substituting the defeated bill 
as a genuine one, and precuring the unintentional signatures of the 
Speakers. For the first time in American history accumulated capital 
and its hirelings have dared to take so bold a step. 
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We are asked to say that such action 1s beyond the power of the 
courts. The plaintiffs have no power to call the Legislature together, 
and they may be unable to satisfy the Governor that their wrongs, great 
as they are, are sufficient to tax the public with the expensive precedent 
of resummoning the Legislature whenever the fraud of a lobbyist is 
discovered. There is an easy, a cheap and speedy remedy by setting 
aside the signatures, as fraudulent, upon the testimony of the Speakers to 
that effect and the verdict of a jury. Upon the verdict of a jury, every 
man is dependent for the protection of his property, his reputation, his 
liberty and his life. Surely it is a competent tribunal to decide whether 
the signatures to a piece of paper were knowingly and intentionally 
affixed by the Speakers with the assent of their respective Houses, or 
whether the bill had been defeated on its attempted passage and not- 
withstanding such defeat the signatures and certificates of the Speakers 
had been thereafter procured by a bold and shameless fraud. Reduced 
to its last analysis, the question is simply whether Legislatures shall 
legislate, and whether the time-honored institution of “twelve good men 
and true” shall be trusted to declare, upon the testimony of the presiding 
officers of the two Houses, that a gross fraud was perpetrated on 
them in procuring their signatures to a bill which had not been (275) 
enacted by the two Houses, but had been tabled. 

This is not a conflict of authority between the Legislature and the 
Court, nor is the Court asked to go behind the authenticated declaration 
by the Legislature of any action it has taken. The very question to be 
investigated is whether the Legislature authorized such authentication. 
The demurrer admits that it did not. The Court is simply asked to say 
which it will regard as valid, the action of the Legislature itself in voting 
down this bill, or that of a lobbyist in afterwards, by fraud, procuring 
the unintentional and untrue certificate of the Speakers that it had 
passed, | 

This 1s not an occasion when public policy or individual rights can 
tolerate the suppression of an investigation. The investigation should 
be full, free and searching. “The lights should be turned on”—not off. 
No one who is honest and pure and of good repute need fear an investi- 
gation. Others have no claim to be pr otected from it. 


Monreomury, J., concurring: This case presents the same question 
that was heard in Carr v. Coke, ante, 223, 1. e., Can the courts go behind 
the records of the General Assembly to consider the method by which an 
act was passed, when the act, on its face, is in due form ratified by the 
genuine signatures of the presiding officers in the presence of their 
respective Houses assembled, and filed with the Secretary of State, as 
the custodian of all the legislative acts? | 
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In Carr v. Coke, supra, there was no allegation of forgery whatever, 
and any argument based on such ground is misleading, unjust to his 
Honor below and aside froth the legal question involved. It was stated 

in that ease that the question was one of jurisdiction, and that 
(276) was the sole question under review and the reasoning and the 
authorities are there to be found. 


A suggestion has been made and followed up by elaborate arguments, 
to the effect that in numerous instances in the cases of grants by the 
State of the same land to two parties, at different dates, this Court has 
gone behind the great seal of the State attached to the grants issued by 
the Executive—a codrdinate branch of the State government—and it is 
concluded that if the Court can go behind the great seal of the State and 
declare the act of the Executive in issuing a grant to the Junior enterer 
to be void because the second entry was obtained in fraud and with 
notice of first entry, therefore the Court can well go behind the legis- 
lative record and declare the act void because it was procured by fraud 
and the like. There is no room for this suggestion, and the argument 
based on it, I think, finds no support in the Reports of this Court. The 
whole is based, I think, on a misapprehension of the facts in this case as 
well as of the law laid down by this Court in cases heretofore decided. 
No case decided by this Court can be found in which it is held that any 
grant of land by the State with its seal affixed by the Executive is void 
or invalid (except when the entry or grant is so defective that the land 
cannot be located) for the reason that the grant was obtained by fraud 
upon the rights of the first enterer, who was the junior grantee, nor any 
case in which it is held, as stated in the argument, that “Equity vacates 
a patent which the Governor signs”’—‘because it is procured in fraud 
of the superior right of a single citizen.” On the contrary this Court 
has uniformly held that the grant or patent issued to the second enterer 
(first grantee) passes the legal title to the grantee and declares that he 
holds it in trust for the first enterer (second grantee) for the reason 

that he obtained his grant with notice of the equity of the first 
(277) enterer and in fraud of his rights, and the Court orders the said 

grantee to convey the legal title to the equitable owner; and so 
these codrdinate departments work in harmony. And in ease of future 
litigation in which the title was involved the owner would have to invoke 
this grant, obtained by fraudulent conduct of the first grantee, in order 
to establish his title. In the late case of Grayson v. English, 115 N. C., 
358, his Honor below adjudged that the plaintiffs “hold the legal title 
to land in controversy in trust for the defendant, and that said plaintiffs 
execute to the defendant a good and sufficient deed releasing all their 
right, title and interest in said lands,” and this Court affirmed the judg- 
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ment below on numerous authorities, Associate Justice Avery delivering 
the opinion of the Court and saying “The junior enterer being affected 
by it (notice) would hold under any grant taken out by him, subject to 
the right of the person holding the older entry to take out a grant also 
and have the senior grantee declared a trustee and ordered to convey to 
him.” So we find upon the authorities that this Court has not declared 
the “older grant issued by the head ofthe Executive Department null 
and void,” but has allowed it to stand, and adjusted the equities between 
interested parties. In this case if his Honor had empaneled a jury and 
had the pleadings read in the usual manner, and when evidence was 
offered for the plaintifi’s purpose, had held the evidence incompetent, 
the same question as the present would have been presented; and a use- 
less formality can have but little bearing wpon the important question 
intended to be presented by the plaintiff. There is no error. 


Avery, J., dissenting: But for the direct answer in the coneurring 
opinion filed in this case to my argument in Carr v. Coke, I 
should be content to concur in the clear and concise presentation (278) 
of the points made by Justice Clark. | — 

Dr. Wharton, one of the most eminent authorities on criminal law, 
says: “Forgery at common law is defined by Sir William Blackstone as 
the fraudulent making or altering of a writing to the prejudice of an- 
other’s rights, and by Mr. East as the false making, malo animo, of any 
written instrument.” The plaintiff alleged, first, that a written enrolled 
bill was fraudulently made; second, that it was used to the prejudice of 
the rights of all the people of North Carolina, in that it restricted the 
debtor in his right to dispose of his property and in that it deprived the 
creditor of the means of securing what was due him. 

The judge below holds that, admitting all this, the court has no power 
to remedy the great wrong to which the people are reluctantly sub- 
mitting. The act of the hireling, who was instrumental in perpetrating 
a fraud so prejudicial to the public, certainly had all of the turpitude of 
the most heinous of technical forgeries, and it is needless to discuss the 
question whether an indictment would lie for that offense. Society can 
better afford to condone the crime of the ignorant negro, who so clumsily 
signed the name of Major Vass to an order for ten pounds of bacon 
(S. v. Collins, 115 N. C., 716) than the great wrong of procuring the 
enrollment and ratification, as a law, of an instrument prepared by an 
expert agent of foreign capitalists. Yet the perpetrator of the petty 
offense is sentenced to hard labor in the penitentiary, while the instru- 
-ment as well as the authors of the most gigantic fraud known to history 
are safely entrenched behind a constitutional quibble. 
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Under the circumstances I fail to comprehend how I have been unjust 
to the learned judge who heard the case below in characterizing 
(279) the conduct, for which he held that the law afforded no redress, as 
morally if not legally a forgery. In the presence of a great 
danger, which threatens the very security of popular government, it 
seems to me little less than trifling to waste time in discussing the specu- 
lative question, whether an indictment would lie against wrongdoers, if 
discovered, when the burning question before us is whether the courts 
can or will first incidentally lend their aid in the detection of the guilty 
parties by ferreting out the fraud and vacating the covinous instrument. 
It is earnestly maintained that there is no room for the suggestion 
that the courts had ever gone behind a grant for land issued by the 
Governor, and that “the argument based on it finds no support in the 
Reports of this Court.” Is it true or untrue that equity has vacated 
patents signed by the Chief Executive for an hundred years? It is con-. 
ceded that the courts have ordered a senior grantee holding under a 
junior entry to convey to the junior grantee whose right was founded 
upon an older entry, because the latter was “the equitable owner.” If 
the claimant under the younger grant holds the equitable estate, it fol- 
lows of necessity that the prior grant by the Governor, under the great 
seal of the State, was ineffectual to convey, what it purported to pass, the 
beneficial ownership in the land, and, when the courts in the exercise of 
their equitable jurisdiction required the holder of the legal title to con- 
vey to the true owner, they gave precisely the same redress that was 
afforded in all other cases where a deed for land had been successfully 
impeached for fraud. | 
A gives to B a thousand dollars to buy for him a tract of land that is 
to be sold by the clerk of the court at public auction. B purchases the 
land, pays for it with A’s money and causes the clerk to convey to him 
instead of A. The only remedy that A has now is to file a com- 
(280) plaint in the nature of a bill in equity and ask that B be com- 
pelled to convey the legal] title, which he has procured by fraud, 
to the rightful owner. Would it be misapprehension of the law in such 
a case to say. that equity vacated the deed which the clerk signs, because 
it has been procured in fraud of the superior right of the man who fur- 
nished the money to pay for the land? It is familiar learning that par- 
ties were, under the former practice, compelled to resort to a-court of 
Equity for remedy in a vast majority of cases of fraud, and, even where 
courts of law could take cognizance, there was generally a concurrent 
jurisdiction in the Courts of Chancery. 8 A. & E., p. 651. It is equally 
familiar learning that where parties were compelled to invoke the aid of 
a court of Equity to avoid the operation of a conveyance of land, it was 
because in court of law the grantee in the deed which they sought to 
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impeach was deemed to be the owner, and to hold the legal estate, but 
subject to the right of the true owner to resort to equity and force him 
to convey. In all such cases the deed is declared ineffectual to pass the 
beneficial interest, and, when its operative force is destroyed, it 1s prop- 
erly said to be vacated. The grant is vacated for fraud, whether a de- 
eree for cancellation be made or a reconveyance ordered to the party 
having the right to assert an equity. In either case the Court exercises 
its equitable jurisdiction to vacate or set aside a conveyance. Adams 
Eq., 174. In the supposed case of constructive trust, which has been used 
for illustration, the conveyance is set aside or vacated by compelling the 
fraudulent grantee from the clerk or commissioners to convey the legal 
estate to the rightful equitable owner, just as the senior grantee is com- 
pelled to convey to the junior grantee, who has the right to claim equit- 
able ownership. In either case the holder of the legal estate is in 

law the owner, and will hold the property unless the true owner (281) 
invoke the aid of equity to undo the fraud. The parallel may be 
extended by calling attention to the fact that neither the clerk nor the 
Governor is a necessary party to the proceeding to vacate the deed or 
grant. It is equally unnecessary to make the two presiding officers, who 
have appended their signatures to the forged bill, parties to the suit 
brought by an interested party to set aside or vacate what purports to be 
a ratified act and have it declared inoperative as a law. It is no misap- 
prehension of fact or law to state that they have merely appended their 
signatures as the representative heads of the Legislative Department 
(in accordance with the requirements of Article IJ, section 23, of the 
Constitution) to a bill, just as the Governor signs and attaches the seal 
of the State to a grant, in compliance with Article ITI, section 16. With 
all of the additional light that has been thrown upon the issues of law in- 
volved, I am still unable to comprehend why the courts are prohibited 
from declaring that a paper signed by the heads of the legislative 
branches is inoperative because the attestation was obtained by fraud, 
while it is admitted to be competent for the same tribunals to adjudge 
that the Governor’s grant does not pass the equitable interest, which is 
the true and rightful ownership of land. The only difference seems to 
be that the signatures to the one instrument are obtained in fraud of the 
rights of the whole body of the people of the State, while but a single 
individual is interested in setting aside the other. 

But supposing, for the sake of argument, that when the judicial arm 
of the government declares that the grant of the Governor has failed to 
pass the equitable estate, which 1t purported to convey, it is not trench- 
ing upon the independent province of the Executive Department, be- 
cause the Court concedes that the legal estate passes. What will 
be said to the suggestion, that under the act of 1798, which is (282) 
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still in force (The Code, secs. 2786 and 2787; Rev. Code, ch, 42, sec. 
29; Rev. Stat., ch. 42, sec. 29) courts of law were empowered, where 
it was alleged that a grant had been issued since 4 July, 1776, by means 
of “false suggestion, surprise or fraud,” to repeal and vacate the patent 
and that a copy of the decree may be filed in the office of the Secretary 
of State as notice that the Court has declared the grant of the Governor 
null and void? Does not this statute provide for vacating a patent, both 
as a conveyance of the legal and equitable estate because it has been 
issued “in fraud of the rights of a single citizen?” This proceeding 
(formerly a scire facias, now a petition) was allowed to be instituted in 
a court of law only by a senior against a junior grantee, the distinction 
being carefully drawn that the remedy of the senior enterer against the 
senior grantee of the same land for fraud in procuring his grant, was in 
chancery. O’Kelly v. Clayton, 19 N. C., 246; Crow v. Holland, 15 
N. C., 417; Carter v. White, 101 N. C., 30. So that a grant, issued in 
fraud of the rights of an older grantee, on the birthday of American 
Independence, has been ever since its execution liable to be repealed and 
vacated by a common law court, and pronounced ineffectual to convey 
any interest either in law or equity, because it could be shown to have 
been obtained by fraud. If the courts can go back nearly 120 years to 
vacate for fraud a grant signed by the Governor and order its decree to 
be filed in the office of the Secretary of State as notice to the world, why 
should it imperil the independence of the Legislative Department to de- 
clare null and void and vacate for fraud a forged paper deposited in the 
very same office and purporting to be a statute, signed by the pre- 

(283) siding officers, when it was, in fact, the covinous work of a forger? 
It is suggested that, where a junior grantee causes a senior 

grant to be set aside for fraud, if future litigation should arise involving 
the title, the former “would have to invoke this grant, obtained by the 
fraudulent conduct of the first grantee, in order to establish his title.” 
Is this.a sound legal proposition? I think it very clearly untenable. 
When such junior grantee is compelled to eject a trespasser, he need 
offer, in order to establish his prima facie right to recover, nothing but 
the grant to himself from the State. Mobley v. Griffin, 104 N. C., 112. 
Should the trespasser, whether he should be the original senior grantee 
or his heirs, or another, set up the older grant in order to show a better 
outstanding title, it would only render it necessary to offer in reply the 
record of the suit in equity, 1n which the grant was vacated, in order to 
estop the grantee or his heirs, or to disprove the allegation of another 
that there was a better outstanding title. Isler v. Harrison, 71 N. C., 
64; Davis v. Higgins, 87 N. C., 300, and cases cited. If the junior 
grantee, after obtaining his decree to set aside the senior grant, should 
attempt to use it in deraigning his title against a trespasser in posses- 
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sion, the latter could still compel him to rely upon the junior grant by 
offering in evidence the record of the same suit, showing that the grant 
relied on had been declared invalid. 

I regret that it has become necessary to draw in question such plain 
elementary principles in order to sustain the soundness of the conclusion 
reached by the Court in these cases. 

But, if it were conceded to be a correct legal proposition that a senior 
enterer would be compelled in all cases to use the senior grant in deraign- 
ing his title from the State, and that the senior grant is not therefore 
null and void, we must still confront the stubborn fact that this 
Court (in O’Kelly v. Clayton, supra; Carter v. White, supra, (284) 
and other cases) has repeatedly recognized the validity of the 
act of 1798 and the jurisdiction of the courts under its authority to 
vacate and repeal grants, both as conveyances of the legal and equitable 
estates. 

I still confidently maintain upon the plain principles stated and the 
authorities cited that, when a grant from the Governor fails to pass the 
equitable estate as against a more meritorious claimant, the courts, in 
so declaring and decreeing a conveyance of the legal estate to the right- 
ful owner, adjudge the grant ineffectual originally and void as a con- 
veyance of the equitable or beneficial estate. 


Cited: Carr v. Coke, ante, 267; Miller v. Bank, 176 N. C., 161. 


VAN B. MOORE, Executor or SALLIE L. GATLING, eT At, v. JOHN T. 
PULLEN, ADMINISTRATOR OF M. A. MOREHEAD, 


Judgment—Compromise Decree—Legacies—I nterest. 


1. Where, in a will contest, a compromise judgment was entered whereby 
legatees named in the will were to receive certain amounts in settlement 
of their legacies which were ordered to be paid by the administrator cum 
testamento thereafter to be appointed, the judgment was not such a judg- 
ment as, under section 580 of The Code, would draw interest from its date. 


2, Pecuniary legacies draw interest from one year after the death of the 
testator. 


In a contrroversy in Waxz, at October Term, 1891, concerning the 
probate of the last will and testament of Mary A. Smith, sometimes 
called Mary Ann Morehead, between the propounders and the caveators, 
by agreement between all parties interested, a trial by Jury was waived, 
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(285) and the court found that a certain paper-writing of date 10 

August, 1863, produced for probate as the last will and testa- 
ment of Mary A. Smith, was her last will and testament; and in 
furtherance of a compromise and agreement made at the same 
time, the court adjudged that the administrator with the will 
annexed hereafter to be appointed (the executor named in said will being 
dead) should pay to the legatees or their assigns respectively, and that 
said legatees or said assigns should receive in full of their legacies certain 
sums of money named in the order. The present action was brought by 
the plaintiffs, some of the legatees, to recover interest on the said legacies 
from the date of said adjudication, and $100 each to Van B. Moore, 
executor, etc., and Lucy C. Henry, which defendant had tendered to 
them but which they declined to receive. 


Montcomery, J., after stating the case as above: By consent of all 
the parties this case was heard by the judge presiding at Waker (a jury 
being waived), October Term, 1894, and judgment was rendered, as 
follows: 


It is considered, ordered and adjudged by the court that interest does 
not begin to run on the legacies mentioned, described and set out in the 
complaint and in Exhibit A, until after two (2) years from the date of 
the qualification of the defendant John T. Pullen as administrator, with 
the will annexed of Mary Ann Smith, sometimes called Mary Ann 
Morehead, and that the plaintifis or any of them are not entitled to 
interest on said legacies, or any of them, except from that date. 


And it appearing to the court from the admissions of the pleadings 
that there remains the sum of one hundred dollars due and unpaid on 
the legacy bequeathed to Sallie L. Gatling, and the sum of one hundred 

dollars due and unpaid on the legacy bequeathed to Luey C. 
(286) Henry, which amount has heretofore been tendered to them and 

each of them by the defendant herein at the date of the last pay- 
ment made to them as set out in the complaint— | 

It is considered, ordered and adjudged by the court that the plaintiff, 
Van B. Moore, executor of Sallie L. Gatling, and the plaintiff Lucy C. 
Henry, recover of the defendant herein the sum of one hundred dollars 
each with interest from the date of this judgment until paid, together 
with their costs of this action expended. And that the defendant recover 
of the plaintiff other than Van B. Moore, executor of Sallie L. Gatling 
and Lucy C. Henry, his costs in this action expended. 


The plaintiffs excepted and apwealed from the said Judgment to this 
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Court, and assigned as error: “1. That the court erred in not awarding 
interest to the plaintiffs upon the several amounts due them from the 
date of the judgment mentioned in the pleadings. 2. That the court 
erred in not awarding such interest from one year after the death of 
said testatrix. 214. That the court erred in not awarding such interest 
from two years after the death of the testatrix. 3. That the court erred 
in not awarding the plaintiffs Van B. Moore, executor, and Luey C. 
Henry interest from two years after the death of the testatrix. 4. That 
the court erred in not awarding the said plaintiffs interest from two 
years after the letters of administration were issued to the defendant. 
5. That the judgment should have been in favor of the plaintiffs for the 
amount claimed for therm, and for costs.” 


John W. Hinsdale for plaintiffs. 
Smith & Boyden for defendants. 


Monteomery, J., after stating the facts as above: The first excep- 
tion is overruled. We cannot take the view that the adjudication 
made at October Term, 1891, was a judgment of the court for (287) 
money by virtue of the compromise and without reference to the 
future execution of the will, and therefore under section 530 of The 
Code to bear interest from its date. In the case of Brewer v. University, 
110 N. C., 26, this Court, in speaking of one of the legacies under this 
very will, uses this language: “When the will of the testatrix was estab- 
lished by the proper orders and judgment of the court, the defendant 
became entitled to have the fund bequeathed therein to it, not by virtue 
of any compromise as suggested by the plaintiff, but by virtue of the 
will.” 

The second exception is sustained. The rule is that pecuniary legacies 
bear interest from one year after the death of the testator. Hart v. 
Wilkams, 77 N. C., 426; Swann v. Swann, 58 N. C., 297. This makee 
it unnecessary to look further into the exceptions. 

There is error. The judgment below must be reversed, except as to 
the findings of the indebtedness due to Van B. Moore, executor, and to 
Lucy C. Henry, respectively, and they are entitled to interest on those 
sums because the tender was not a sufficient one in law—it was not for 
all that was due. | 

Let this be certified to the court below that judgment may Be had in 
accordance with this opinion. 

Error. 
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MARY E. CRAM v. WILLIAM C. CRAM. 


Husband and Wife—Action by Deserted Wife for Allowance for Sup- 
port—J urisdiction—Province of Judge to Determine Amount of Al- 
lowance—Statutes, Construction of—Headings of Code Chapters. 


1. A heading or title arranged by the compilers for a chapter or section of 
The Code in no way affects the construction of the language of the statute 
itself. 

2. A wife who has been deserted by her husband and left unprovided for may, 
under section 1292 of The Code, sue him for support without asking for 
a divorcee. 

8. The fact that the summons, in a proceeding under section 1292 of The Code, 
of which a judge of the Superior Court has jurisdiction, was made re- 
turnable at term, does not affect the jurisdiction of the judge to hear and 
determine the matter. 

4. Vague and indefinite allegations of infidelity on the part of a wife, made by 
a husband in his answer to her complaint in a proceeding for support 
and maintenance, under section 1292 of The Code, will not be allowed to 
affect the question of the husband’s liability in such proceeding. 


5. Where, by an agreement for a separation between husband and wife, the 
former agreed to pay a certain monthly allowance, and the husband, after 
paying several installments, discontinued the payments, he cannot set up 
the agreement in bar of her action for a support under section 1292 of 
The Code, even though he discontinued the payments because she de- 
manded that the allowance be increased. 


6. In proceedings under section 1292 of The Code, it is the province and duty 
of the judge to determine what is a reasonable subsistence for the wife, 
either by hearing testimony bimself or by reference to a referee to ascer- 
tain the facts as to the income of the husband, etc. 


Aotion or proceeding under section 1292 of The Code, heard before 
Bynum, J., at October Term, 1894, of Wake. 
The plaintiff, Mary E. Cram, commenced the action by a sum- 
(289) mons against the defendant, William C. Cram, made returnable 
to October Term, 1894, of said court, and filed her complaint on 
20 October, 1894, in which she alleged the marriage of herself and hus- 
band in New York, in October, 1871, the birth of a son, the defendant’s 
subsequent infidelity and desertion, his removal to North Carolina, and 
his living with another as his wife. She further alleged that she had no 
means of support for herself and son, but was compelled for a long 
period to maintain herself and son by manual labor; that through 
negotiations she obtained from the defendant an agreement to pay her 
$10 per month, which he did not keep and perform. Subsequently, in 
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1892, she came to Raleigh, where he was living, and, after negotiations 
with the defendant, a written agreement was entered into between her- 
self and her husband, by which he agreed to pay her $400 in cash at 
that time and $50 per month during her life, while she agreed on her 
part to leave the State and never return, from which agreement she 
claims to be absolved by the failure of the defendant to keep his promise 
as to the payment of the monthly allowance. The complaint further 
alleged that defendant was a man of considerable property and income; 
that his desertion of plaintiff was without excuse or any fault on her 
part, and that she had always demeaned herself as a faithful and affec- 
tlonate wife, ete. The prayer is for an allowance from the property 
and income of the defendant and for an order restraining him from 
selling any of his property until the allowance be paid. | 

The defendant moved to dismiss the action on the ground (1) that 
the complaint did not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of 
action; (2) that the Superior Court in term has no jurisdiction of the 
action, but the same should be by special proceeding before the judges 
of said court; (3) that the plaintiff had not filed such affidavit 
as was required to be filed with such complaint by section 1287 (290) 
of The Code, stating that the complainant has been a resident of 
the State for two years next preceding the filing of the complaint, and 
that the verification of the complaint is insufticient in law to give the 
said action a status in this court. The court refused the motion, and 
defendant excepted. | 

The defendant then filed his answer, in which he alleged that when 
about 18 years of age he became acquainted with the plaintiff, who was 
then 25 or 30 years of age, and was then and had been years previous 
a woman of loose virtue and habits; that she exercised an artful influ- 
ence over him, and that some ceremony, which he did not at the time 
regard as a marriage, took place, and thereafter they lived together; 
that he left the place at which they were residing to seek employment 
elsewhere at his trade, and subsequently refused to hve with plaintiff 
on account of her character and alleged relations with other men; that 
he paid her the $10 per month so long as he knew where to send it, but 
discontinued it when she changed her address without informing him as 
to her whereabouts; that he kept the agreement made in 1892 until the 
plaintiff wrote to him that unless he paid her a larger amount she would 
come back to Raleigh, and he then declined to pay her any more. The 
answer denies that defendant 1s a man of property of any considerable 
income. The defendant avers that his abandonment of the plaintiff 
was caused by her lewd and vicious life and conduct before and after 
the marriage, and alleges that since his abandonment she has cohabited 
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with other men and had so admitted to him. The defendant also set up 
the agreement entered into between him and plaintiff as a contract for 

a separation for a valuable consideration, etc. 

Thereupon the plaintiff moved for judgment against defendant upon 

complaint and answer for support and maintenance. ‘The de- 
(291) fendant objected to the hearing of this motion or any trial of the 

action at this, which was the appearance term of the court for 
this action. This pbjaction was overruled by the court, and the defend- 
ant excepted. The court then heard the plaintiff’s a and found 
the facts and rendered the judgment, as follows: | 

“This cause coming on to be heard upon the ree and answer, 
the court finds as facts, upon the pleadings and admissions in the an- 
swer, that the plaintiff ond the defendant were lawfully married; that 
they have never been divorced, and, therefore, the court considers and 
adjudges that the plaintiff is entitled to a support and maintenance out 
of the property of the defendant; that she recover the same and her 
costs of suit, and this cause is retained for inquiry by a jury as to the 
amount of maintenance to which the plaintiff is entitled.” 

The defendant objected to the finding of facts by the court. Objection 
overruled, and defendant excepted. The defendant excepted to the 
judgment rendered by the court, and prayed an appeal. 

The defendant alleges as grounds of his appeal and errors in law: 
The several exceptions to rulings, proceedings and judgment of the 
court, as before stated; and more particularly, as 1t was stated by the 
counsel for the plaintiff, and was held by the court, that this was not an 
action for alimony under the statute, but an action for support and 
maintenance, the court could not find the facts and give judgment for 
support and maintenance at the appearance term of this action or at 
any other term. 


T. M. Argo and J. H. Fleming for plaintiff. 
Shepherd & Busbee, T. P. Devereux, and J. B. Batchelor for de- 
fendant. 


(292) Avery, J. The statute (The Code, sec. 1292) provides that, 
‘of any husband shall separate himself from his wife and fail to 
provide her with the necessary subsistence, according to his means and 
condition in life, ete., the wife may apply for a special proceeding to 
the judge of the Superior Court for the county in which he resides, to 
have a reasonable subsistence secured to her and to the children of the 

marriage, from the estate of the husband,” etc. 
Postponing for the present the discussion of the sufficiency of the 
reason offered by him for discontinuing the payment of an allowance to > 
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her, and of the validity of the agreement under which it was paid, we 
deem it best to first pass upon the question that confronts us in limine, 
whether the plaintiff can, either under the statute or in the assertion of 
a right conceded to her by our courts of Equity and not destroyed by the 
latter marriage acts, maintain this action against her husband. It is 
admitted that the defendant was married to her; that he separated from 
her, and for some time before the action was brought had failed to pro- 
vide for her support. It follows necessarily that if the court had juris- 
diction of this proceeding, she had the right to recover, unless precluded 
by some matter set up in bar by the defendant. The plaintiff had the 
privilege of issuing a summons, returnable in vacation, as in other 
special proceedings, except that 1t was required to be heard before the 
judge, not the clerk of the court. The fact that she did not avail herself 
of that right, but fixed the return day during the term, when it would 
be presumably more agreeable to the court and suitors to have it deter- 
mined, seems to us to furnish no sufficient reason for doubting the juris- 
diction of the court. The preparation by the compilers of The Code of 
a heading for the section, printed in different type and intended to con- 
vey an idea of its contents without reading, and which was also a part 
of the index to the volume, in no way affects the construction of 

the language of the section itself, when its meaning is so perfectly (293) 
obvious. Were we at liberty to treat it as a preamble, its aid 

could not be invoked in ascertaining what was the legislative intent, 
unless that intent had been expressed in doubtful terms. Randall v. 
R. R., 104 N. C., 410. Under the common-law rule, which left the hus- 
band at liberty always to contest the wife’s agency, as well as the ques- 
tion whether supplies provided her were necessary and suitable to her 
station in life, the wife was often subjected to inconvenience, if not suf- 
fering, in providing for the support of herself and her children. It was 
because she was relieved of this hardship by being allowed to bring her 
action against her husband (at first by prochein ami) in a court of 
Equity, that the courts of Equity in some of the states assumed juris- 
diction of the enforcement of this obligation, as well as of some contracts 
not recognized by courts of law, where her existence was deemed to be 
merged in that of the husband: 1 Bishop Marriage & D., secs. 1385, 
1395, and 1397; 3 Pomeroy Eq. Jur., 1299; 1 Bishop Married Women, 
sec, 643; 1 Pomeroy Eq. Jur., sec. 171 (p. 196, 2 Ed.); Stewart Hus- 
band and Wife, sec. 74. 


Tt is not necessary that we should determine whether this Court has 
aligned itself with those which sustain the exercise of this equitable 
jurisdiction, or with those holding the opposite view, since whatsoever 
may have been the rule before the enactment of the statute, there is no 
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room for doubt as to the intention of the Legislature. Whether it was 
passed in affirmance of an existing principle or by way of establishing a 
new doctrine is immaterial if by the terms of the statute the right to 
sue for a support without asking for a divorce is given to a wife who 
has been deserted and left unprovided for by her husband. Where the 
statute makes the proceeding plainly but a means of obtaining the rea- 

sonable subsistence, which the law makes it the duty of the hus- 
(294) band to furnish to the wife, the headlines cannot be allowed the 

effect of uselessly cumbering it with the requirements as to form — 
prescribed for applications for divorce and alimony by section 1287, for 
reasons which are inapplicable to a suit of this kind. 

The allegations in the answer of infidelity on the part of the wife are 
too vague and indefinite to constitute the basis of an action for divorce, 
and are entitled to no consideration in determining the question of the 
husband’s liability in this proceeding. Sparks v. Sparks, 69 N.C., 319. 
While it is conceded that the statute (The Code, sec. 1831) recognizes 
the validity of deeds and agreements of separation between husband 
and wife, where they are living apart at the time of execution (Sparks v. 
Sparks, 94 N. C., 527, and 1 Bishop M. and D., secs. 1251, 1269, 1270, 
and 1303), it 1s equally true that, while such contracts are tolerated, they 
have not been looked upon with favor by this Court. Smith v. King, 
107 N. C., 278. If we concede that the plaintiff had the right to demand 
that the agreement mentioned in the answer be enforced, had she chosen 
to sue upon it, the defendant will not, nevertheless, be allowed, after 
repudiating it by ceasing to pay or offer to pay according to its pro- 
visions, to set it up as a bar to her recovery in this action, even though 
she may have demanded by letter a sum larger than that which she had 
stipulated in the agreement to take as a sufficient allowance. It is not 
the contract to pay a certain sum in lieu which quits the husband of his 
duty to furnish a support for the wife when he is discharged, but the 
actual payment or attempt or offer to pay in fulfillment of his agree- 
ment. Kelly’s Contracts of Married Women, p. 75; 1 Cord’s Legal and 
Eq. Rights of Married Women, secs. 144, 145. Having ceased to per- 
form his agreement to pay the monthly allowance referred to in the 

pleadings, it will not avail him now as a defense to this proceed- 
(295) ing for maintenance on the part of the plaintiff, to whom he 

admits that he was married, and whom it is conceded that he 
afterwards deserted. Whether her conduct, from other standpoints, has 
been commendable or not, looking at this case only in its legal aspect, 
we find no averment in his answer that is sufficient in law to discharge 
him from the duty which grows out of his admitted relations to her. 


The only remaining question is whether the order of the court that 
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the plaintiff is entitled to a support and costs, and that the cause be 
retained for the jury to inquire as to the amount to be allowed for main- 
tenance, was such a judgment as the court ought to have rendered. As 
we have said, this is denominated a special proceeding, with the special 
peculiarity that it is returnable before the judge, who is substituted for 
the clerk. When issues of fact are raised, therefore, it must have been 
the intention of the Legislature that the judge, like the clerk, shall enter 
the cause on the docket for trial by jury. The Code, secs. 116, 278, e¢ 
seg. If, for instance, the marriage and subsequent separation had been 
denied by the defendant, it would have been the duty of the judge, 
whether the cause had come before him in vacation or during the term, 
to have ordered a trial by jury of the issues of fact so raised. But it is 
the province of the judge, not of the jury, to ascertain and adjudge 
what is a reasonable allowance for the maintenance of the wife. What 
are necessaries suitable to the station in hfe of an infant or a feme 
covert is a question for the jury; but where facts are found or admitted 
which entitle a wife to a statutory allowance for support, it becomes the 
duty of the judge, as in the case of fixing the amount of alimony, to 
either hear evidence himself or to order a reference to ascertain ‘such 
facts as to the income of the husband, the value of his estate, etc., 
as will enable him to determine what is “a reasonable subsist- (296) 
ence, according to his (the husband’s)*condition and circum- 
stances,” as the statute declares “it shall be lawful for such judge” to do. 

The judgment, therefore, must be modified, so as to leave the judge at 
liberty to ascertain the condition and circumstances of the defendant 
and make such allowance as he may feem just. Let the defendant pay 
the costs of the appeal. 

Modified and affirmed. 


Cited: S§. v. Woolard, 119 N. C., 781; Skittletharpe v. Skittletharpe, 
130 N. C., 75; Ellett v. Ellett, 157 N. C., 164; Crews v. Crews, 175 
N. C., 171; In re Chisholm, 176 N. C., 213; Walton v. Walton, 178 
N. C., 75; Allen v. Allen, 180 N. C., 467; Morris v. Patterson, 1b., 486. 
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EK. H. LOVE v. THE CITY OF RALEIGH. 


Cities—Municipal Liability for Acts of Agents—Negligence—T rial— 
Harmless Error. 


4. A city, acting within the purview of its delegated authority, is not respon- 
sible for the acts of its agents done in the exercise of its judicial, discre- 
tionary, or legislative nowers; but where the city is acting in its minis- 
terial capacity, and in the exercise of powers conferred for its own benefit 
and assumed voluntarily, it is answerable for the torts of its agents, 
previded they are acting within the scope of their agency and of the 
municipal authority. 


2. If an act complained of lies wholly outside of the general or special powers 
of a municipal corporation, the corporation is not liable in damages for 
such act, whether it was done by its express command or not. 


3. A city has no implied authority to provide for a pyrotechnic display on a 
Fourth of July or anniversary celebration; therefore, 


4, A city, not having the express power to provide for a display of Areworks, 
is not answerable in damages for the negligence of its agents in conducting 
such a display ordered by it. 

5. Where, in the trial of an action, a plaintiff is not entitled to recover in any 
view of the evidence, whether admitted or excluded, the exclusion of evi- 
dence is not error of which plaintiff can complain. 

MontGcoMERY, J., did not sit. 


(297)  <Acrion tried before Bynum, J., and a jury, at October Term, 
1894, of Waxkn. 


The action was brought by Alice L. Love, through her next friend 
and tather, E. H. Love, to recover damages for an injury inflicted upon 
her through the alleged negligence of the defendant’s agents, who con- 
ducted a fireworks display during the celebration of the centennial anni- 
versary of the City of Raleigh, in October, 1892. It was in evidence 
that the mayor and board of aldermen, in pursuance of a resolution 
adopted by the board of aldermen to fittingly celebrate the centennial 
anniversary of the City of Raleigh, appointed a committee of five alder- 
men to act in conjunction with a larger committee of citizens, to devise 
methods for and to superintend the celebration, and appropriated from 
the treasury of the city the sum of $2,000 towards defraying the ex- 
penses. The aldermen also tendered, by resolution, the use of Moore 
Square for fireworks display. An ordinance of the city was put in evi- 
dence which prohibited fireworks in the city, but provided that “nothing 
herein contained shall prohibit the exhibition of fireworks on occasions 
of public rejoicing, under the control of the mayor or chief of police.” 

It was admitted that on “the committee on pyrotechnics,” appointed 
by the board of managers of the celebration, were three members of the 


board of aldermen. 
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There was evidence of unskillful management of thé fireworks display, 
and that a stick from a discharged rocket fell among the onlookers and, 
striking the plaintiff (a child of 9 years of age) in the face, mangled 
the cheek and neck and so injured one eye that it had to be removed. 


Battle & Mordecat for plautcff. (304) 
J. N. Holding and Strong & Strong for defendant. 


Avery, J. The principal questions presented by this appeal are: first, 
whether the City of Raleigh was empowered by any general or special 
statute to purchase fireworks and order a committee to direct the man- 
ner of making the display; second, whether, if no such authority had 
been delegated to the municipality, it would be answerable for the 
wrongful conduct of agents acting within the scope of its instruction to 
them, but in the exercise of authority not delegated to it by the Legis- 
lature. | 

It will possibly aid us in the elucidation of these questions to (305) 
lay down some general fundamental rules defining and fixing 
the limits of municipal powers. So long as a city keeps within the 
purview of its delegated authority, it is not responsible for any act of 
its agents, done in the exercise of its judicial, discretionary or legislative 
powers, except where subjected to such hability by some express pro- 
vision of the Constitution or of a statute. Moffitt v. Asheville, 108 
N. C., 237; Hill v. Charlotte, 72 N. C., 56; 1 Sherman & Redfield on 
Neg., sec. 262; Robinson v. Greenville, 42 Ohio, 625. But when such a 
corporation is acting in its ministerial capacity or its corporate as dis- 
tinguished from its governmental character, in the exercise of powers 
conferred for 1ts own benefit and assumed voluntarily, it is answerable 
for the torts of its authorized agent, subject to the limitation that such 
wrongful acts must not only be within the scope of the agency, but also 
within the limits of the municipal authority. Moffitt v. Asheville, 
supra, 254; 2 Dillon Mun. Corp. (4 Ed.), sec. 968 (766). 

In the section cited above Judge Dillon says: “Tf the act complained 
of necessarily les wholly outside of the general or special powers of the 
corporation, as conferred by its charter or by statute, the corporation 
can in no event be lable to an action for damages, whether it directly 
commanded the performance of the act or whether it be done by officers 
without its express command; for a corporation cannot, of course, be 
impliedly liable to a greater extent than it could make itself by express 
corporate vote or action.” Referring especially to the wrongful acts of 
agents of municipalities, same author says in a subsequent section. 
(969a): “As to torts or wrongful acts not resting upon contract, but 
which are ultra vires in the sense above explained (viz., wholly and 
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necessarily beyond: the possible scope of the chartered powers of 

the municipality), we do not see on what principle they can (306) 
create an implied lability on the part of the municipality. If 

they may, of what use are the lhmitations of the chartered corporate 
powers?” Thompson on Neg., 737; Smith v. Rochester, 76 N. Y., 
506; Mayor v. Cundiffs, 3 N. Y., 165. 

It is not denied that if the agent, in the course of his employment, is 
guilty of negligence or commits even a wilful trespass with the belief 
and intention that the act will inure to the benefit of the principal, then 
not only does the doctrine of respondeat superior apply, but both prinei- 
pal and servant may be made to answer for the resulting damage. See 
authorities cited in Tate v. Greensboro, 114 N. C., on pp. 416 and 417, 
especially 2 Dillon Mun. Corp., secs. 979,980, et seg.; Hewitt v. Swrft, 
3 Allen, 420; Johnson v. Barber, 5 Gilman (IIL), 425; Wright v. Wel- 
cox, 19 Wendell, 343. 

“Without express power,” says Judge Dillon (1 Mun. Corp., sec. 
149-100), “a public corporation cannot make a contract to provide for 
celebrating the Fourth of July or to provide an entertainment for its 
citizens or guests. Such contracts are void, and, although the plaintiff 
complies therewith on his part, he cannot recover of the corporation.” 
Hodges v. Buffalo, 2 Denio (N. Y.), 110; 2 Dillon, sec. 916, et seq.; 
Austin v. Coggeshall, 12 R. L., 329. 

It is needless to cite further authority in support of the proposition 
that if a city 1s not empowered to contract a debt for the purpose of 
making a display on a national holiday or on such occasion as the cen- 
tennial anniversary of its existence as a municipality, it would follow, 
of necessity, that it could not, by empowering agents to supervise a dis- 
play that it could not lawfully pay for, subject its taxpayers to liability 
for the wilful wrong or negligence of such agents, when they are acting 
entirely outside of the scope of any duty that the city is authorized to 
impose. Dillon Mun. Corp., sec. 969a. A municipality is not answer- 

able for torts of a servant, except where the wrong complained of 
(807) is an act done in the course of his lawful employment, or an 

omission of a duty devolving upon him as an incident to such 
service. , 

Before entering upon the consideration of the sufficiency of the stat- 
utes relied upon to authorize the action of the mayor and aldermen of 
the city in making an appropriation and appointing a committee to 
purchase the necessary articles and to supervise the pyrotechnic display 
on the occasion referred to, 1t is perhaps best to recur to the rule that a 
municipality is clothed with those powers only which are granted in 
express terms, or necessarily or fairly implied from or incident to those 
expressly granted, and which it is essential to exercise in order to carry 

180 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 
LOVE v. RALEIGH. 


out objects and purposes of creating the corporation. 1 Dillon Mun. 
Corp., sec. 89 (55); 8S. v. Webber, 107 N. C., 962. | 

In all of the cases relied upon by plaintifi’s counsel it seems that the 
municipalities had the authority to pass an ordinance or make an order 
under color of authority. It has not been contended or alleged that the 
action is founded upon the creation of a nuisance by the city, nor can it 
be successfully maintained that the use of fireworks is analogous to the 
case of blocking up a public highway which it is the duty of the munici- 
pality to maintain in good condition. 

The charter of the city (chapter 243, Laws 1891) grants to the mayor 
and aldermen, when assembled, the following powers: 

“See. 31. That the aldermen, when convened, shall have power to 
make, and provide for the execution thereof, such ordinances, by-laws, 
rules and regulations for the better government of the city as they may 
deem necessary: Provided, the same be allowed by the provisions of this 
act and be consistent with the laws of the land. 

“Sec. 32. The board of aldermen shall contract no debt of (308) 
any kind unless the money is in the treasury for its payment, 
except for the necessary expenses of the city government. 

“Sec. 33. That among the powers hereby conferred on the board 
of aldermen, they may borrow money only by the consent of a majority 
of the qualified registered voters, which consent shall be obtained by a 
vote of the citizens of the corporation, after thirty days’ public notice, 
at which time those who consent to the same shall vote ‘approved,’ and 
those who do not consent shall vote ‘not approved.’ They shall provide 
water and lights, provide for repairing and cleansing the streets, 
regulate the market, take all proper means to prevent and extinguish 
fires, make regulations to cause the due observance of Sunday, appoint 
and regulate city policemen, suppress and remove nuisances, regulate, 
control and tax the business of the junk shops and pawn-shop keepers or 
brokers, preserve the health of the city from contagious and infectious 
diseases; may provide a board of health for the City of Raleigh and pre- 
scribe their duties and powers; provide ways and means for the collec- 
tion and preservation of vital statistics; appoint constables to execute 
such precepts as the mayor or other persons may lawfully issue to them 
to preserve the peace and order and execute the ordinances of the city; 
regulate the hours for sale of spirituous liquors by all persons required 
to be licensed by the board, and during periods of great public excite- 
ment may prohibit sales of spirituous liquor by all such persons for such 
time as the board may deem necessary; may pass ordinances imposing 
penalties for violations thereof not to exceed a fine of $50 or imprison- 
ment for thirty days. . . . They shall have the right to regulate the 
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charge for the carriage of persons, baggage and freight by omnibus or 
other vehicle, and to issue license for omnibuses, hacks, drays or 
(309) other vehicles used for the transportation of persons or things for 

hire. They may also provide for public schools and public-school 
facilities by purchasing land and erecting buildings thereon and equip- 
ping the same within the corporate limits of the city or within one-half 
mile thereof. They may also construct or contract for the construction 
of a system of sewerage for the city, and protect and regulate the same 
by adequate ordinance; and if it shall be necessary, in obtaining proper 
outlets for the said system, to extend the same beyond the corporate 
limits of the city, then in such case the board of aldermen shall have the 
power to so extend it, and, both within and without the corporate limits, 
to condemn land for the purposes of right of way or other requirements 
of the system; the proceedings for such condemnation to be the same as 
those prescribed in chapter 49, section 6, of the Private Laws 1862-63, 
or in the manner prescribed in chapter 49, Volume I of The Code.” 

In these provisions of the charter, and in sections 3800 to 3805, both 
inclusive, of The Code, will be found enumerated all of the powers 
granted to the city by general or special laws. 

We do not think that the general power to pass ordinances can be 
held to carry with it by implication any such grant of authority as that 
to expend the public money for, and conduct under the auspices of the 
elty officers, such a display as that described by the witnesses. We are 
aware that such authority has been assumed by cities and towns in 
many of the states, but where the exercise of it has been drawn in 
question in the courts it has been sustained only when some statute 
expressly conferred the power to make the appropriation for that par- 
ticular purpose. As we understand the authorities cited, the Supreme 

Court of Massachusetts has given its sanction to the validity of 
(310) expenditures for such purposes only where some express pro- 

vision of law was shown to warrant it. In one of the cases cited 
from that state (Tindley v. Salem, 187 Mass., 171) the Court held that, 
even where a person was injured by the negligent use of fireworks by 
the servants of a city that had ordered the display for the gratuitous 
amusement of the people, under the authority of a statute, the city was 
not liable to answer in damages. In an earlier case it had been held 
that a city council must act strictly in pursuance of statutory power to 
make such displays to subject it to lability for injuries due to the neg- 
ligence of its servants in the management of it. Merriam v Lourevel, 
98 Mass., 219. Where no statutory authority is shown for a wrongful 
act, aaa under the direction of a municipality, the Supreme Court of 
Massachusetts lays down the general rule as to its liability substantially 
as we have stated it. Cavanaugh v. Boston, 189 Mass., 426; Claflin v. 
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A opkinson, 4. Gray, 502. If there is no authority conferred upon the 
mayor and aldermen by the statute mentioned, and we can discover 
none, after diligent search and examination, it is immaterial whether 
the persons in immediate control of the fireworks were servants, acting 
under the direction of the committee appointed by a resolution passed 
by the mayor and commissioners, and stood in the relation of agents to 
the city, or whether they were independent contractors. If the authori- 
ties of the city acted ultra vires in ordering the display, the question 
whether they employed expert pyrotechnists and acted upon their advice 
after securing their services, is equally as irrelevant. If, therefore, it 
were conceded that the chairman of the committee, appointed by the 
city for the purpose, supervised and directed the negligent management 
of the fireworks, and at such a place as it was evidence of a want 

of care to select, we think it was the duty of the court, neverthe- (311) 
less, to tell the jury that the mayor and aldermen were not 

authorized by law to make an appropriation for and direct the manage- 
ment of a display of fireworks, and that the city was not liable to 
respond in damages for the wrongful or negligent conduct of a servant 
acting under Instructions given by the city, but without authority of 
law. For the reasons given, we think that the court should have in- 
structed the jury that in no aspect of the evidence was the defendant 
corporation liable for the acts of its servants in the management of the 
fireworks. Whether the rulings of the court upon the admissibility of 
_ testimony were abstractly erroneous or not, is not material, since, 
whether excluded or admitted, it was manifest that the plaintiff was not 
in any view of the evidence entitled to recover. There was no error of 


which the plaintiff can justly complain, and the judgment must be 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Willis v. New Bern, 118 N. C., 187. 


SAMUEL T. SMITH er at. v. R. T. GRAY, Hxecuror, ET At. 


Action to Recover Land—Service of Process—Irregular Judgment in 
Sale for Partition—Collateral Attack— Ratification by Minors. 


1. Where, in a proceeding to sell land, an order of sale has been made and 
property sold and the sale confirmed, the judgment is final, and can only 
be set aside in a direct proceeding for that purpose. 

2. Where infant defendants are served with a summons in proceedings for the 
partition of land and a guardian ad litem is appointed, a judgment affirm- 
ing the sale cannot be set aside in a collateral proceeding for alleged fraud 
or irregularity. 
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38. Where infants, after reaching their majority, with knowledge of the facts 
rendering the sale of their land voidable for irregularity, receive the 
residue of the purchase price, they ratify the sale. 

4, Section 387 of The Code cures irregularities in a partition sale of land 

| of minors. 


(312) Aorron to recover a half interest in a lot of land in Raleigh, 
N. C., alleged to have been irregularly sold in proceedings for 
partition, without proper service of the summons on minor owners, and 
now owned by and in the possession of the defendants, to whose testator 
it came, after several mesne conveyances, as a purchaser for value and 
without notice of any irregularity in the proceedings for its sale. The 
action was tried before Bynum, J., at Fall Term, 1894, of Waxs, and 
- from a judgment in favor of defendants the plaintiffs appealed. 
The facts are stated in the opinion of Associate Justice Montgomery. 


T. R. Purnell and T. M. Argo for plaintiffs. 
f. O. Burton for defendants. 


Furocues, J. Though we may feel called upon to affirm the judgmeht 
of the court below, we cannot say, as the learned judge below did, that 
in our “opinion the proceeding ‘B’ was regular.” And .we fear that 
plaintiffs, while they were infants, did not receive the protection from 
the court they should have had. 

We find from the transcript of record sent up that Andrew Syme, the | 
administrator of J. J. Jackson, father of plaintiffs, commenced a pro- 
ceeding in the Superior Court of Wake to subject the land in contro- 
versy to assets to pay debts and cost of administration, in which he states 
in his verified complaint that the property is worth $2,000. This pro- 

ceeding went on to final judgment and order of sale, without any 
(313) service on the plaintiffs in this action, except that a member of 

the bar, professing to act for the infant defendants, had accepted 
service of process, and although the defendants in this proceeding 
claimed their homestead the court proceeded to Judgment. 

In this proceeding Mason and Syme were appointed commissioners, 
and sold the land, when one McGee became the purchaser at $910, but 
refused to comply with.the terms of sale, for the reasons that the infant 
defendants had not been served with process and that the homestead had 
been claimed. Whereupon, Thomas Wynne, who had married the oldest 
sister of plaintiffs, who was unfriendly with plaintiffs, commenced’ 
another proceeding in the same court to have this property sold for 
partition, making the present plaintiffs defendants. In this proceeding 
there seems to have been a service of the summons, as follows: “Served 
5 February, 1880, by reading the within summons to all the defendants 
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named within.” And there was a guardian ad litem appointed for the 
infant defendants, who filed an answer, admitting all the facts set out 
in the complaint. And a judgment and order of sale was made 1m this 
proceeding, and Andrew Syme and TT’. P. Devereux were appointed com- 
missioners, sold the property for $800 and reported that it had brought 
“a fair and full price,’ and recommended a confirmation of the sale, 
which was made by the court. These commissioners seemed to have 
made this sale under the order of the court in the case of Syme, admin- 
istrator, and also under the order in the case of Thomas Wynne against 
plaintiffs, in the proceeding to sell for partition. As they report said 
sale in both proceedings, the court confirms it in both proceedings, and 
their deed to Pinkston states that it is made under both proceedings. 


It also appears that the same attorney who undertook to accept service 
in the case of Syme, administrator for the infant defendants, 
acted as the attorney of Thomas Wynne in his proceedings (314) 
against them to sell the property for partition. 

This Court cannot say that such “proceedings are regular,” or allow 
them to receive the sanction of this Court. And if the case stopped here 
we would most unhesitatingly set them aside, were this a direct proceed- 
ing for that purpose. 

But, with all this irregularity, we cannot say they were void, and this 
is the turning point in the case in favor of the defendants. 


Where there is no service of process, the court has no jurisdiction, and 
its judgment is void. Bank v. Wilson, 80 N. C., 200; Stancill v. Gay, 
92 N. C., 462. Such judgments have no force and may be quashed on 
motion or ex mero motu, and will be treated everywhere as a nullity. 
Carter v. Rountree, 109 N. C., 29. 


When a judgment is attacked for fraud, the remedy is by motion in 
the cause, if the proceeding is still pending. But if the proceeding has 
been ended by final judgment, an independent action must be brought. 
Carter v. Rountree, supra. | 


In a proceeding to sell lands, when an order of sale has been made 
and property sold, this is a final judgment; and while it may be set aside 
in a direct proceeding for that purpose, it cannot be attacked in a ecol- 
lateral proceeding. McLaurin v. McLaurin, 106 N. C., 331; McGlaw- 
horn v. Worthington, 98 N. C., 199; Sumner v. Sessoms, 94 N. C., 871; 
Hare v. Holloman, 94 N. C., 14. But it seems that this is one of the 
cases intended to be provided for in the act of 1879 (section 387 of The 
Code), and the irregularities pointed out above are cured by this act. 
Fowler v. Poor, 93 N. C., 466; Hare v. Holloman, supra; Cates v. 
Pickett, 97 N. C., 21. 
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As this judgment was only irregular and not void, it would seem that 
the deed of the commissioners to Pinkston conveyed the legal title 
- (815) to the property now in dispute, and may be considered as a deed 
from plaintiffs while they were infants, which, though voidable, 
was not void, and might be ratified by them after they reached their 
majority. And if this is so, we hold the fact that, after they came of 
age and being in possession of all the facts, their receiving the residue 
of the purchase-money was a ratification of what had been done and of 
defendants’ title. And they will not now be allowed to come into court 
and dispute the same. | 
It is not contended but what defendants are purchasers for a valuable 
consideration and without notice; and it may be that this would be 
another ground of defense. But as we have decided the case for defend- 
ants upon other grounds, we do not consider this. 


Affirmed. 


Oited: Rawles v. Carter, 119 N. ©., 597; Murray v. Southerland, 125 
N. C., 177; Norwood v. Lassiter, 182 N. C., 57; Harp v. Minton, 138 
N. C., 204; Credle v. Baugham, 152 N. C., 20. 


G. C, FARTHING vy. W. T. CARRINGTON, 


Practice—Controversy Without Actrion—Matter of Public Interest— 
Hearing on Appeal—Conditional Sales and Mortgages, Validity of— 
Present Consideration—Preexsting Debts—Construction of Statute. 


1. Where, under section 567 of The Code, a controversy is submitted which 
involves matters of great public concern and which is supported by an 
affidavit that a real case exists, and that the controversy is submitted in 
good faith to determine the rights of the parties, this Court will, upon 
appeal, determine the question of law thus raised, although the statement 
of facts is not full enough to render a judgment commanding or prohibit- 
ing a thing to be done. 


2. Under rules 10 and 12, this Court will, by consent of parties, receive printed 
argument, without regard to the number of the case on the docket or date 
of docketing the appeal, and in a cause directly involving a matter of 
great public interest, will assign an earlier place on the calendar or fix a 
day for its hearing. 


8. Chapter 466, Laws 1895, entitled “An act to regulate assignments and other 
conveyances of like nature in North Carolina,” applies only to conveyances 
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made to secure preéxisting debts and not to those executed to secure a 
debt growing out of the transaction itself and for a present consideration. 


Avery and Crark, JJ., dissenting. 


Controversy submitted without action, heard before Green, (316) 
J., at March Term, 1895, of Duruam, and from the judgment 
rendered therein the plaintiff appealed. 

The appeal was docketed in this Court on the-_--day of_____ , 1895, — 
after the cases from the Fifth District had been disposed of, and, by 
consent, was heard on the_-._day of April, 1895. 


The submission to the court below was as follows: 


To the Hon. L. L. Green, Judge Presiding at the March Term, 1895, of 
Durham Superior Court: | 


G. C. Farthing, Hiram Jones, and W. T. Carrington, being parties to 
a question in difference which might be the subject of a civil action, pre- 
sent a submission of the same to the court for its decision, as follows: 

All said parties are residents of Durham County, North Carolina, 
except Jones, who lives in Chatham. All parties agree that the case 
may be tried in Durham County. | 

On 23 March, 1895, said Hiram Jones, desiring to borrow one hun- 
dred dollars, applied to W. T. Carrington, who loaned him said sum, 
which was attempted to be secured by the execution of a bond and mort- 
gage, the following being a copy of said mortgage: 
. I, Hiram Jones, of the County of Chatham, of the State of North 
Carolina, am indebted to W. T. Carrington, of Durham County, 
in said State, in the sum of one hundred dollars, for which he (317) 
holds my note, to be due on 1 November, 1895, and to secure the 
payment of the same I do hereby convey to him these articles of per- 
sonal property, to wit, one gray mare, name, Mollie, known as the Gas- 
ton Foard mare, about 6 years old; one bay horse mule, name John, 
known as the Dick Atwater mule, about 5 years old; one red no-horned 
cow, about 6 years; one brindle horned cow, about 5 years old; eight 
head of hogs, now on my farm where I now live; one 1-horse wagon; 
all my farming tools and gear; all the crop that I raise on my land or 
any other land that I tend in the year of 1895, such as wheat, corn, fod- 
der, shucks, cotton, tobacco, etc.; all free from any encumbrance or lien. 

But on this special trust, that if I fail to pay said debt and interest 
on or before 1 November, 1895, then he may sell said property or so 
much thereof as may be necessary, by public auction, for cash, first giv- 
ing twenty days’ notice at three public places, and apply the proceeds of 

| 187 . 


IN THE SUPREME COURT (116 


FARTHING V. CARRINGTON, 


such sale to the discharge of said debt and interest on the same, and pay 
any surplus to me, after all cost and attorney, etc. 
Given under my hand and seal, this 23 March, 1895. 
Hiram (his X mark) Jonns. (Seal) 
Witness: J. J. THaxron. 


$100. | Doruam, N. C., 23 March, 1895. 
On or before 1 ee 1895, with interest om date at the rate of 
8 per cent per annum, until paid, I promise to pay to the order of W. T. 
Carrington the sum of one hundred dollars for value received, 
oe) and secured by chattel mortgage with even date with this note. 
Hiram (his X mark) Jones. (Seal) 
Wire? J.J. THaxton. 


That at the time of, and before the execution of said mortgage, said 
Hiram Jones was indebted by note to G. C. Farthing, above named, in 
the sum of $100, and said Farthing contends that said mortgage is void, 
for the reason that at the date of its execution he was a creditor of said 
Jones, as above stated; whereas said W. IT. Carrington and Hiram Jones 
contend that neither the letter nor the spirit of the new anti-preference 
law embraces a case of this kind, in which one person, however much 
indebted at the time, creates a new debt and seeks to secure the same by 
mortgage, trust deed or other security. And so, desiring to save costs 
and trouble, they ask the decision of the court upon the state of facts. 

W. T. Carrineton, 
Hiram Jongs, 
G. C. Farrurne. 


W. T. Carrington and G. ©. Farthing, being duly sworn, state that this 
controversy is real and the proceedings in good faith, to determine the 
rights of the parties. W. T. Carrineton, 


Sworn to and subscribed before me, this 1 April, 1895. 
Witness my hand and notarial seal. 
| Cuas. K. Faucerrs, 
Notary Public. 

The following judgment was rendered : 

“The court, having carefully read and considered this controversy 
without action, and after hearing argument of counsel, is of opinion, 

and so adyadges here and now, that G. C. Farthing is not entitled 

(819) to have the mortgage set out in the ‘controversy submitted’ -de-, 
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clared void, but, on the contrary, that said mortgage is as opera- 
tive and effectual to pass title as it would have been prior to the passage 
of the anti-preference law by the recent Legislature.” 


Boone & Boone for plainteff. 
Fuller, Winston & Fuller for defendant. 


Monteomsry, J. This case was submitted to the court below under 
section 567 of The Code, and is here by appeal. This section of The 
Code answers a most excellent and useful purpose, in that it enables 
parties to have their questions in difference settled upon an agreed state 
of facts, without delay and without the cost of witnesses and a trial. 
below. It disregards forms, as such, and the perplexities of pleadings. 
It requires only that, by affidavit, it shall be made to appear that a real 
case exists, and that the controversy is submitted in good faith to deter- 
mine the rights of the parties. One of the long-standing rules of prac- 
tice of this Court (No. 10) provides that, “When, by consent of counsel, 
it is desired to submit a case without oral argument, the Court will 
receive printed arguments without regard to the number of the case on 
the docket, or date of docketing the appeal. . . . .” Rule 13, amongst 
other things, provides that the Court, at the instance of a party to a 
cause directly involving a matter of great public interest, may assign an 
‘earlier place in the calendar, or fix a day for the argument thereof, 
which shall take precedence of other business. Under these rules, we 
have felt it to be our duty to give an early hearing to the matters 
involved in the case before us, because of its public and general interest. © 


Upon examination of the proceeding before us, we are not satisfied 
that the facts are stated with sufficient fullness to entirely comply 
with the statute under which the matter is submitted; but the (320) 
question of law which is submitted is presented with entire dis- 
tinctness. And while ordinarily we might dismiss the proceeding be- 
cause the case is not full enough as to its statement of facts, yet where a 
matter involves a great public interest, as does this matter, we have con- 
cluded to follow a late precedent of this Court—“‘Treat the case as in the 
nature of a submission of the controversy without a formal action.” The 
precedent to which we refer will be found in Appendix “A,” 114 
N.C. This controversy arises upon a state of facts which brings (323) 
before us the construction of the act of the Genera] Assembly of 
13 March, 1895, entitled “An act to regulate assignments and other con- 
veyances of like nature in North Carolina.” Section 1 is as follows: 
“That all conditional sales, assignments, mortgages or deeds in trust 
which are executed to secure any debt, obligation, uote or bond which 
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gives preference to any creditor of the maker shall be absolutely void 
as to existing creditors.” The plaintiff contends that the mortgage in 
this case is void under the provisions of the act. We are of the opinion 
that the mortgage is valid and that the act is limited to conditional sales, 
assignments, mortgages and deeds in trust made to secure preéxisting 
debts and obligations, and that mortgages of the nature of the one before 
the Court, growing out of the transaction itself and executed for a 
present consideration, do not come within the operation of the statute 
referred to, and that it (the statute) evidently refers to preéxisting 
debts, and was not intended to embrace transactions of this kind, where 

the debt grows out of the transaction itself and is for a present 
(324) consideration. We are supported in this position by an opinion 

of this Court at its January Term, 1871, delivered by Chief Jus- 
tice Pearson, in McKay v. Gilliam, 65 N. C., 180, construing Laws 1861, 
ch. 4, sec. 12, which act is substantially like the one now under con- 
sideration. ‘The same principle of construction is also recognized in 
Reeves v. Cole, 98 N. C., 90, although that case arose on the construc- 
tion of the statute concerning agricultural supplies. However, after 
deciding the point raised in that case, Chief Justice Smith, for the 
Court, further said: “A similar method of construction was pursued in 
ascertaining the meaning and giving effect to a section in the act of 
11 September, 1861, which declared that ‘all deeeds of trust and mort- 
gages hereafter made and judgments confessed to secure debts shall be 
void as to creditors,’ unless providing for the payment pro rata of all 
the debts and liabilities of the maker. It was held in McKay v. Gul- 
liam, supra, that, notwithstanding the broad terms of the act, its pur- 
pose was ‘to take from the debtors the right to give preference to some 
creditors to the exclusion of others,’ and its operation was confined to 
preéxisting debts and did not include a loan contracted at the time of 
the execution of the deed and secured by it.” We are, therefore, further 
of the opinion that the act before us is intended only to prevent a prefer- 
ence in favor of preéxisting creditors in the cases specified in the act 
_ itself. The appellant will pay the costs of this proceeding. 


Crark, J., concurring in the result: As the Court holds that the 
question of the construction of the act is properly raised by the record, 
I express my concurrence in the opinion that the act only applies to 
“assignments and other conveyances of like nature” as is stated in the 

title, and forbids preferences being given by such to existing 
(325) creditors, and that it has no application to mortgages, crop hens 
or other conveyances which may be executed to secure a debt or 
loan created at the same time with the’ execution of such conveyance, 
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nor where the conveyance is executed to secure advances thereafter to be 
made. McKay v. Gilliam, 65 N. C., 130. But I regret I cannot concur 
with the majority of the Court that the question is properly before us 
in this proceeding. The submission of a “controversy without action” 
under The Code, sec. 567, is simply an inexpensive and prompt proceed- 
ing to obtain the decision of the Court as to the rights of the parties in 
a matter where the facts are not disputed. It dispenses with summons 
and pieadings, and can be submitted to the judge at chambers as well as 
at term. But it is not intended as a mode of propounding queries to the 
Court to settle abstract questions of law when no judgment can be ren- 
dered directing the defendant to do or not to do some particular act. 
McKethan v. Ray, 71 N. C., 165; Inttle v. Thorne, 93 N. C., 69; Mallr- 
kan v. Fou, 84 N.C., 107. It is a substitute for a civil action, and must 
state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, and upon which the 
court could have rendered a judgment if presented by complaint and 
demurrer. The question here sought to be decided could, of course, be 
presented in this manner of proceeding, but only upon sufficient facts 
stated. In the present case all the facts agreed are that Carrington, 
being indebted to the plaintiff, executed a mortgage to his codefendant 
to secure a loan made at the time of the execution of the mortgage, and 
the plaintiff asks a decree that such mortgage be declared void as to 
him. Suppose the plaintiff had been correct in alleging that the mort- 
' gage was void, does the bare fact that a debtor executes a void mortgage | 
entitle any creditor to obtain a decree that the mortgage is 

void? How is he hurt by it? The creditor, whose debt has not (326) 
been reduced to judgment, has no lien on any particular land of 

the debtor. He has no ground even to ask that the mortgage be removed 
as a cloud on his title. There is no allegation or agreement here that 
the defendant, Carrington, has included in this mortgage property above 
his homestead which would otherwise have been lable to execution for 
the plaintiff’s debt, and that the defendant has none other property 
liable to the plaintifi’s execution. Nor is it averred that the plaintiff 
has judgment and execution; and if he had, no reason is shown why he 
could not sell under it and buy the property embraced in the alleged 
mortgage, treating it as void. It does not appear even that the mort- 
gage has been registered. It is true, the affidavit sets out that this is a 
bona fide action, but it does not appear that the plaintiff has suffered or 
will suffer any detriment, nor that the courts can render him any aid. 
Indeed, on the facts agreed, there is no judgment that the court could 
render, unless it 1s that of passing upon the abstract question of the con- 
struction of the ‘act. Nor can I concur that the response of the Court 
(114 N. C., 923) to the inquiry of the Governor as to the tenure of 
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judicial office is a precedent in this case, which concerns merely the 
rights of parties litigant in a civil action of a private nature. 


Avzry, J., dissenting: The statute (The Code, sec. 567) was enacted 
in order (said Pearson, C. J., in McKethan v. Ray, T1 N. C., 165) “to 
dispense with the formality of summons, complaint and answer.” It 
would manifestly lead to absurdity to hold that the “controversy without 
action” was intended to inelude any other than a legal controversy, if 
the statute did not relieve us of discussing the general principle by 

declaring in plain terms that it must be between “parties to a 
(327) question in difference, which might be the subject of a civil 

action.” It follows necessarily that, before the court can con- 
sider such a proceeding, it must be satisfied from the statement that a 
cause of action exists, and this can only appear when from the sworn 
statement, however informally or imartistically drawn, the court can 
gather facts sufficient to constitute “the subject of a civil action.” Hence 
it has been held that, where the “case containing the facts” does not 
show that the court has jurisdiction, the proposed controversy must be 
dismissed. Jnttle v. Thorne, 98 N. C., 69. Following numberless prece- 
dents, beginning with Tucker v. Baker, 86 N. C., 1, this Court has held, 
during the present term, in the case of Webb v. Hicks, Justice Furches 
delivering the opinion of the Court, that where facts cannot be gathered 
from the whole complaint that would, if true, entitle a plaintiff to re- 
cover, the action must be dismissed. Lassiter v. Roper, 114 N. C., 17. 
In the case at bar it is set forth in the sworn statement that Hiram 
Jones, one of the parties, borrowed $100 from another party, W. T. 
Canela on 23 March, 1895. 

The mortgage, with the probate and certificate of registration, 1s set 
forth in full, and then follows the portion of the affidavit upon which 
the status of the case in court depends, which 1s as follows: 


That at the time of and before the execution of said mortgage, said 
Hiram Jones was indebted, by note, to G. C. Farthing, above named, in 
the sum of $100, and said Farthing contends that said mortgage is void, 
for the reason that at the date of its execution he was a creditor of said 
Jones, as above stated; whereas said W. T. Carrington and Hiram Jones 
contend that neither the letter nor the spirit of the new anti-preference 
law embraces a case of this kind, in which one person, however much 

indebted at the time, creates a new debt and seeks to secure the 
(328) same by mortgage, trust deed or other security. And so, desiring 
to save costs and trouble, they ask the decision of the court upon 
the state of facts. W. T. Carrrneron, 
Hiram ‘Jones, 


G. C. Farruine. 
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W. T. Carrington and G. C. Farthing, being duly sworn, state that 
this controversy is real and the proceedings in good faith, to determine 
the rights of the parties. W. T. Carrineton. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me, this 1 April, 1895. 
Witness my hand and notarial seal. 
Cuas. K. Faucerrz, Notary Public. 


The act of 18 March, 1895, provides that “All conditional sales, mort- 
gages or deeds in trust which are executed to secure any debts, obliga- 
tion, note or bond which gives preference to any creditor of the maker, 
shall be absolutely void as to existing creditors.” The Statute of 138th 
Elizabeth (The Code, sec. 1545) declared all conveyances executed “to 
delay, hinder and defraud creditors and others of their just and lawful 
actions, etc. (only as to that person, his heirs, etc.) to be utterly void 
and of no effect.” Before the enactment of that statute it was necessary 
to invoke the aid of a court of Equity to have a deed declared void for | 
fraud; and where, by that or any other statute, deeds are pronounced 
void as against creditors, in order to secure a formal declaration of their 
invalidity the moving party must ask relief that would have been admin- 
istered formerly solely in a court of Equity. 

It does not appear that the creditor, Farthing, has sued upon (829) 
the note due him, or that, if he had obtained judgment and 
issued execution thereon, he could not have realized his debt by the sale 
of other property. Unless the creditor has the right, upon the state of 
facts presented, to demand a formal declaration of the court that the 
mortgage 1s void, no cause of action is stated upon which he can demand 
any judgment whatever. Southerland v. Harper, 88 N. C., 200. Far- 
thing has shown no shadow of a claim to either the specific personal 
property or the land covered by the mortgage to Carrington, and there 
is not the slightest ground, therefore, for invoking the aid of the Court 
to remove a cloud from property to which he has shown no apparent 
right or title. Browning v. Lavender, 104 N. C., 69; Peacock v. Stott, 
ab., 154. “A cause of action is generally held to be a union of the right 
of the plaintiff and its infringement by the defendant.” 1 Ene. of PI. 
and Pr., p. 116. The two elements are the right of the plaintiff and 
omission of duty or wrong on the part of the defendant. Hayes v. 

Clinkscales, 9 8. C., 441. Here the only right shown to be in Farthing, 

in whose favor an attempt is made to state a cause of action, if any 

exists, is that to sue for and recover the sum of $100 due him, but there 

is an utter failure to indicate how the mortgage, without further ex- 

planation, interferes with that right. There must be an allegation of a 

breach or of a neglect of duty, and a damage resulting, in order to 
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properly constitute the suit in court. Cooley, J., in Post v. Campam, 
42 Mich., 96. “The codes of civil procedure create no new causes of 
action. Rights are entirely independent of remedies. Whatever was a 
cause of action at law or a ground of relief in equity before codes, is 
now remediable in a civil action, and whatever was remediless 
(330) before is now remediless under the codes. 1 Ene. of Pl. and Pr., 
p. 145.” | | 
There must be some limit to the exercise of jurisdiction under section 
567. It is well settled that a respectful letter from the learned mem- 
bers of the bar who represent the parties to this proceeding, asking the 
court to advise them as to some controversy that had not, but might in 
the near future arise, would give the subject-matter of the communica- 
tion no standing in the Superior Court or by appeal here. 


I am at a loss to know how the line can be drawn so as to guide the 
legal profession and protect the courts against being forced to spend 
their time in deciding speculative questions between the rule that the 
statement of facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action shall be 
regarded as an essential prerequisite to the consideration of a contro- 
versy submitted without action, and the loose practice of allowing affi- 
davits suggesting that a question of vital interest to the public is about 
to arise, and requesting the court to relieve the parties of the trouble 
and expense of proceeding in the prescribed way and to give it a proper 
status in court. I cannot concur with my brethren in the view that the 
letter of advice to the head of a codrdinate branch of the government 
(114 N. C., 925) is a precedent for entertaining and deciding this case. 
There the Court followed a former precedent in advising a codrdinate 
department (the Legislature) about a matter that confronted it at the 
moment, and involved a grave constitutional question, upon which that 
department was called upon to act immediately. There the Court gave 
advice, in order to point out the line of duty which was prescribed by 
the Constitution, and it was not necessary to render a judgment. Here 
we must elther render a judgment or dismiss the case for want of juris- 

diction; there is no middle ground. If we have no jurisdiction, 
(831) as the modified opinion of the Court seems to concede, then our 

judgment is a nullity. It is familiar learning that a judgment, 
where the court has no jurisdiction, is not conclusive. It seems to me 
that where it is conceded that a case is coram non judice the Court can 
render no judgment, and 1t is manifestly our duty to dismiss, unless we 
mean to hold that any two private citizens have the same right to ask 
for advice about their differences that the Legislature or the Governor 
has to invoke our aid in acting upon a grave constitutional question 
upon which immediate action is inevitable. To this proposition I can- 
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not give my assent, and in my view of the case I cannot concur with my 
brethren without assenting to it. 

The letter to the Governor, which is referred to, was not an adjudica- 
tion as to the rights of the judicial officers whose terms were in question. 
But, feeling that they would voluntarily accept the advice as decisive, 
the Court simply endeavored to exhibit a proper appreciation of the 
rights of the judges and at the same time show courtesy to the Chief 
Executive of the State that had been considered due both departments 
when similar requests had been theretofore made. It has never been 
once suggested that the frequent designation of actions for possession, 
since feigned actions and forms of actions were abolished in 1868 as in 
the nature of actions of ejectments, warrants this Court in entertaining 
a suit begun by declaration instead of by summons, and thus disregarded 
the requirements of the statute (The Code, sec. 161). I see no more 
_ reason for attaching greater significance to the expression, “in the nature 
of a controversy without action.” I cannot concur in the view that 
statutes enacted in derogation of general law, and heretofore construed 
strictly by this Court, shall be deemed modified, as a mere inference 
from the use of such illustrations. But the judgment of the court 
below that Jones’ mortgage is not void is, as I understand the 
opinion of the Court, left undisturbed, and is allowed to conclude (332) 
the parties, though the court had no jurisdiction to try it. 

Whatever may be the magnitude of the question involved, I deem it 
my duty to refrain from the expression of an opinion upon it, just as it 
would be proper to decline to respond to a written request accompanied 
by a solemn affidavit and sent in an informal way by some other highly 
respectable citizens of the State. I, therefore, dissent from the opinion 
of a majority of the Court that there is a properly constituted case 
before us. | 

Ifthe majority of the Court had ordered that the appeal be dismissed 
for want of jurisdiction, thus vacating the judgment below, which will 
now remain conclusive on the parties, the question whether I should give 
expression to my opinion on the merits might have been considered, 
according to the precedents, one of propriety. But where the Court, as 
the conclusion deduced from an argument to sustain the jurisdiction, 
simply ordered that the appellant pay the costs, then, with great defer- 
ence to the views of others, it seems to me that my course should be 
dictated by a sense of duty rather than of propriety. When the letter 
of advice, referred to in the opinion of the Court, was sent to the Gov- 
ernor, it must be remembered that there was no judgment appealed 
from, the validity of which depended upon the opinion of the Court, and 
the letter concluded no one as to his rights. It subserved the purpose of 


pointing out to the Executive Department the method of conducting the 
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approaching election—a matter upon which that department was re- 
quired by law to take action forthwith. 


Furcues, J., concurring in the opinion of the Court, delivered by 

Justice Montgomery: I regret that there is any reason why any 

(333) member of the Court should feel that he was not authorized in 

this proceeding to give his opinion as to the proper construction 

of the act of 18 March, 1895, as we are bound to see from the proceeding 

before us (if we close our eyes to all other sources of information) that 
it involves a matter of great interest to the business of the State. 

The main question, and the one intended to be presented for our con- 
sideration, is the construction of the act of 138 March, 1895, and four 
members of the Court have given their opinion, construing this act to 
apply to preéxisting debts at the time of making the mortgage or other 
security, and not to debts made contemporaneous with and agreed at 
the time of their making, to be thus secured. The other member of the 
Court, for reasons which he assigns, declines to express any opinion as 
to the construction of the act. Then I take it that the construction of 
the act is settled, so far as the opinion of four of the justices of this 
Court can settle a question. 

But while this is so, two of the justices are of the opinion that the 
question is not presented in such a way as to justify the Court in giving 
any opinion as to its construction, and this is the reason for my writing 
this opinion. 

The majority of the Court were not inadvertent to the objections 
made by the minority, and for these reasons did not undertake to render 
a formal judgment affirming or overruling the judgment of the court 
below, but simply expressed their opinion as to the construction of the 
act. And in doing this we thought we were fully warranted by the prece- 
dents of this Court, and.the matter of the tenure of the judges (114 
N. C., 923) is cited in the opinion of the Court as authority for the 
action of the majority. The learned members of the Court (Chief Jus- 

tice Shepherd and Justices Avery and Burwell) who rendered 
(334) the opinion in that matter put 1t upon the ground that it was “in 

the nature of a submission of the controversy in reference to 
their terms of office, without a formal action.” This seems to be 
authority for the action of the majority of the Court in this proceeding, 
But the minority say not, for the reason that it was in response to a 
letter from the Governor as to a grave constitutional question in which 
the public was interested; that 1t was not an adjudication as to the 
rights of the officers whose terms were in question, but the Court felt 
that they would voluntarily accept the advice as decisive. 
It is true that the Governor’s letter to the Court suggested an impor- 
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tant question for its decision, and, we think, one proper for them to act 
upon; but he, as Governor, had no interest in it. His election or term 
of office was in no way involved. He did not order the election or hold 
the election. These were provided for by the Legislature. He could not 
add or take one day from the terms of the judges, with or without the 
opinion of this Court. And it is conceded that the opinion of this Court 
in that proceeding could not do so. But the opinion was given because 
it involved a grave constitutional question in which the pubhe was 
interested, and because the Court had reasons for thinking that the par- 
ties really interested wished the opinion of the Court and would be gov- 
erned by it. | 

This was, as I have said, an important question, and one, as I think, 
proper to be decided by this Court. But it was not necessary to the 
administration of the courts. It is most probable there would have been 
elections held for these offices without this opinion, and if there had not 
been, and in this way a vacancy had occurred, the Governor was author- 
ized by the Constitution to fill it; so the administration of justice would 
have gone on. 

But, again, it is contended by the minority that section 567 of (835) 
The Code is only intended to do away with the formalities of 
pleading, and to properly constitute a case under this section it 
ought to contain sufficient averments to constitute a cause of action 
upon which the court could go to judgment. I agree to this proposition, 
but I do not agree that Webb v. Hicks, post, 598, is in conflict with the 
action of the majority of the Court in this case. In Webb v. Hicks, 
supra, the court below held that the plaintiffs were not entitled to re- 
cover, and this Court, in reviewing the appeal of plaintiffs, were of the 
opinion that plaintiffs’ complaint did not state a cause of action, and 
“affirmed” the judgment of the court below. It is not in point in this 
~ ease, as I think. 

But, admitting, as I do, that there should be sufficient averments to 
enable the Court to proceed to judgment, this does not prevent the Court 
from giving Its opinion in a case of such importance as this. And I 
think the Court is sustained in so doing, not only by the case in 114 
N.C., 923, supra, but also by such cases as the following: 

In McBryde v. Patterson, 78 N. C., 412, which was a contest between 
children of the same mother, some legitimate and some illegitimate, as 
to property, this Court, Smith, C. J., delivering the opinion, discusses 
and decides the case upon its merits, and then held that the appeal was 
prematurely taken, and dismisses the appeal. 

ln S. v. Dwine, 98 N. C., 778, in a case coming up by successive 
appeals from a justice’s court to this Court, upon the construction of a 
statute changing the presumption of evidence, this Court fully discusses 
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the case upon the merits, and declared the act unconstitutional and void. 
Smith, C. J., delivering the opinion of the Court, says: “We have gone 
*~to the question in order to settle the question of the validity of the 

statute in its application to the case before us, and because 1¢ will 

(336) practically put an end to the litigation.” The case was then dis- 

missed, for the reason that the special verdict appealed from was 
not sufficient to found a judgment upon. 

In Guilford v. Georgia Co., 109 N. C., 310, which was before this 
Court simply upon a motion for a certiorari as a substitute for an appeal, 
the Court discussed and decided the case upon its merits, Clark, J., 
delivering the opinion of the Court, and then refused the motion of 
defendant for the certiorart to bring the case to this Court. 

In 8S. v. Tyler, 85 N. C., 569, a case involving the questions as to 
whether a solicitor was entitled to $4 or $10 tax fee, this Court went 
into a full discussion of the case upon its merits, Ashe, J., delivering the 
opinion of the Court, and closing the opinion as follows: “But, as the 
State has no right to appeal in this case, and has no interest in the ques- 
tion, the case 1s dismissed.” 

In Milling Co. v. Finley, 110 N. C., 411, the Court, Clark, J., deliver- 
ing the opinion, discusses the case on its merits and sustains the judg- 
ment below, and then says the appeal is premature and cannot be sus- 
tained. 

In 8S. v. Wylde, 110 N. C., 500, being an faiciont for bigamy, the 
Court discusses and decides the case upon its merits, Clark, J., delivering 
the opinion, and then dismisses the appeal upon the pecan that the 
aflidavit upon which defendant appealed was insufficient to bring the 
case to this Court. 

In 8. v. Lockyear, 95 N. C., 633, which was an indictment for selling 
liquor by the Capital Club, of the city of Raleigh, the Court thought it 
of sufficient public importance (Smith, C. J., delivering the opinion) 
to discuss and decide the case upon its merits, in which he gives the fol- 
lowing reason for deciding a case not properly before the Court: “The 
wish of the parties that it should be settled and the law declared, so that 

it might be observed in its integrity,” and then proceeded to dis- 
(837) miss the case because there was no judgment in the court below, 
and none could be pronounced by this Court. 

' There was no difficulty in understanding the point intended to be pre- 
sented to the Court by this case. No one has complained of it on that 
account. ‘hen, I repeat, treating this case as in no better condition 
than it would have been in a regular action, with a complaint alleging 
all the facts contained in this submission, with a demurrer to the com- 
plaint, will not the case cited above justify the Uourt in giving its 
opinion upon the merits of the controversy? If it was of sufficient 
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importance to decide whether a solicitor was entitled to a $4 fee or a $10 
fee to induce the Court to decide the case upon its merits, though it was 
before the Court on the appeal of the State, which, the Court say, had 
no interest in the question and no right to appeal, is not the question 
presented by this case of sufficient importance to justify the Court in 
giving its opinion upon the construction of this act? If the construction 
of an act of the Legislature changing the rule of evidence, as in Davis’ 
case, supra, was of sufficient importance to justify the Court to pass upon 
it and declare an act of the Legislature unconstitutional “because it will 
practically put an end to the litigation,” is not the matter now before the 
Court, which must seriously affect the whole business interest of the 
State, sufficient to justify the Court in giving its opinion as to the con- 
struction of the act of the 18th of March, 18954 


But, 1t is contended, these cases do not apply, for the reason that, 
although the Court gave its opinion when it had no case properly con- 
stituted before it, the Court, after giving the opinions in the cases © 
referred to, then dismissed the appeals; and as to whether this was more 
consistent with the views of my brethren who differ with the 
majority, I will not pretend to say, as I am not dealing with that (338) 
question. But it is said the Court should have reversed or 
affirmed the judgment below; that there is no middle ground. Did the 
Court, in the cases cited above,'reverse or affirm the judgment below? 
But supposing this may not be considered an answer to this position— 
that the Court should have reversed or affirmed the judgment in the court 
below—I wish to give my own answer to this proposition. It is con- 
tended by the minority that the case does not state facts sufficient to 
authorize a judgment, and the judgment pronounced thereon is a nullity. 
If they are correct in this position, then no judgment we could have 
pronounced here would have made it valid. There was no use in shoot- 
ing at a dead duck. And if there is a sufficient statement of facts to 
authorize the judgment below, then their whole theory that the Court 
was wrong in passing upon the question fails and falls to the ground. 
Which horn do they take? But, again, if the Court had the right to 
consider it and then dismiss it, as in Davis’ case, in Taylor’s case, in 
Lockyear’s case, supra, or in Guilford v. Georgia Co., supra, when it was 
only before the Court on an application for a certiorart to bring it to 
this Court, did not the Court have the right to consider this case with- 
out dismissing it? Does not the greater include the less, whether it is 
called middle ground or not? 


I have not undertaken to argue the construction of the act as given by 
the Court. So far as I know, there is no difference of opinion as to this. 
I say, so far as I know, as I am not authorized to speak for Justice 
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Avery on this point. But I have only endeavored to show that the Court 
is justified by precedent in the action it has taken in this case. 
But I will say, in passing from this case, that, in my opinion, 
(339) the act of 18 March, 1895, is so little lke the Statute of 13 Eliz. 
(The Code, sec. 1545) that it would hardly be safe, to reason 
from the analogy of that statute, to construe the act of 13 March. The 
Statute of Elizabeth does not avoid any conveyance, unless there is an 
intent to defraud or delay the payment of the creditors of the maker, 
and then such creditors must be defrauded, hindered and delayed, or the 
conveyance is valid. This statute, without regard to intent or as to 
whether any one is damaged or not, declares the conveyance utterly void 
if the maker is indebted to any one else at the time of making the same. 


Cited: Stewart v. State, 118 N. C., 680; Witthowsky v. Baruch, 126 
N. C., 750; Rogerson v. Lumber Co., 136 N. C., 269. 


(340) 
UNION BANK OF RICHMOND, VA., v. BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF 
TOWN OF OXFORD. 


Railroad Aid Bonds—Election to Authorize Issue—Compromise De- 
cree—Hstoppel—N onsut—C onstitutional Law. 


1. Where, in a suit by a railroad company to compel the issuance by a town 
of bonds in aid of the railroad, a compromise decree was rendered whereby 
‘ the town was released from liability for one-half of its subscription in 
consideration of its issuing the other half, the town is estopped from 
denying the validity of the bonds issued in pursuance of such decree, and 
such estoppel is as effectual in favor of the purchaser of the bonds in a 
suit to compel the payment of coupons as it would be if the action were 
brought by the railroad company. 


2. Since the statute (section 574 of The Code), and indeed, independent of it, 

where disputed claims have been preferred against a town, it may make 

a contract with the creditor whereby the latter agrees to discount or 

throw off a portion, and such an agreement is founded upon a sufficient 
consideration and will be enforced. 


3. Where, in a suit by a railroad company against a town to compel the latter 
to issue bonds, a compromise decree was entered whereby the company 
was required to release the town from one-half of the issue upon the 
issuing by the town of the other half, the fact that such release has not 
been executed by the railroad (no demand for such release having been 
made) will not invalidate the bonds issued in pursuance of the decree 
and held by a bona fide purchaser. 
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4. While it is a prerequisite essential to the validity of bonds issued by a town 
in aid of a railroad that the Legislature shall grant the power to aid, and 
that a majority of the qualified voters shall signify their approval, yet the 
machinery for ascertaining the will of the electors is a secondary con- 
sideration; therefore, 


5. Where an act of the Legislature authorized the issue of bonds by a town 
in aid of a railroad, and provided for their payment by taxation, but did 
not provide for an election on the question of their issuance, and the elec- 
tion was held in conformity to existing election laws relating to the bor- 
rowing of money by municipalities, the bonds issued pursuant to such 
election are valid in the hands of a bona fide owner. 


6. An act of ¢he Legislature authorizing towns to issue bonds in aid of a rail- 
road, and providing for the mode of payment thereof, is not void under 
section 7, Article VII, of the Constitution, because it does not provide for 
a special election to ascertain the will of the people, since the general laws 
relating to such elections are applicable. 


7. The records of a municipality showing that a proposition to allow it to 
issue bonds, authorized by the Legislature, was submitted after thirty 
days’ notice, and that a majority of the qualified registered electors signi- 
fied their assent by their affirmative ballots, are conclusive evidence that 
the will of the majority was so expressed. 


8. In an action by the holder of bonds of a town to compel the town to pay 
them, an answer merely denying the complaint and setting up as a 
counterclaim, nonuser, failure to build and complete the road, and other 
facts which might enable the State to have the charter declared forfeited, 
and praying that the bonds should be delivered up and canceled, does not 
constitute such a counterclaim or demand for affirmative relief as will 
prevent the plaintiff from taking a nonsuit upon the holding by the judge 
that the bonds are void. 


9. The bona fide purchaser of municipal bonds issued in aid of a railroad is 
required to look no further than to see whether those things essentially 
prerequisite to the issuing of a valid municipal bond have been done, and 
cannot be made to suffer because the town did not take proper and 
effective measures to secure the completion of the road in whose aid the 
bonds were issued. 


Prtition for mandamus, heard before Hoke, J., and a jury, at (341) 
November Term, 1894, of GRANVILLE. 


J. S. Manning, Shepherd & Busbee, and W. J. Leake for 
plainteff. | (361) 
W. A. Guthrie and Edwards & Royster for defendants. 


Avery, J. If an action had been brought by a taxpayer of the town 
of Oxford to enjoin the issue of bonds in payment of its subscription to 
the Oxford & Coast Line Railroad Company, any final judgment upon 
the merits would have operated as an estoppel, both upon other tax- 


payers of the town and the municipality itself. 2 Black Judgments, sec. 
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584, In two actions brought by that company against the mayor and 
commissioners of Oxford, asking for mandamus to compel the issuing 
of a subscription of $40,000 in bonds to the capital stock of the com- 
pany, in which a controversy arose, among other matters, as to the 
authority to make such subscriptions, a compromise decree, drawn in 
pursuance of a previous agreement between the parties, was entered in 
the two suits, consolidated by order of the court into one, whereby the 
town was released from further liability upon the issue of $20,000 in- 
stead of $40,000 in its bonds, payable to the company, and upon surren- 
dering its right to call for certificates of stock in the company to the 
: amount of $40,000. If the decree concluded the town from ques- 
(862) tioning the validity of the bonds, the estoppel would be as 
| effectual in favor of the plaintiff, who sues upon past-due cou- 
pons, of which it is the owner, as if the action were brought by the rail- 
road company. Thompson v. Lee County, 3 Wallace, 327. Prior to the 
passage of ch. 178, Laws 1874-75 (The Code, sec. 574) an agreement 
to receive a part in lieu of the whole of a debt due was held to be a 
nudum pactum as to all in excess of the sum actually paid. Currve v. 
Canady, 78 N. C., 91; Hayes v. Davidson, 70 N. C., 5738; Mitchell v. 
Sawyer, 71 N. C., 70; Love v. Johnston, 72 N. C., 415. But where such 
agreements have been made since the act was passed, they are deemed to 
have been entered into in as full contemplation of its provisions as 
though it had been incorporated into the contract. Koonce v. Russell, 
103 N. C.,.179. Indeed, independent of statutes, where disputed claims 
have been preferred against it, “a town may. make a contract with a 
creditor whereby the latter agrees to discount or throw off a portion, 
and such an agreement (says Judge Dillon) is founded upon a sufficient 
consideration, and will be enforced.” 1 Dillon Mun. Corp., sec. 477; . 
Baskerville v.. Tweed, 20 Me., 178; Amy v. Shelby County, etc., 114 
U. S., 387. In our case there were mutual considerations which, it 
would seem, would have given vitality to the contract and made it enfor- 
cible even at common law. The town surrendered its claim to $40,000 
in certificates of capital stock, in consideration of being released from its 
obligation to issue forty instead of twenty $1,000 bonds to the railroad 
company. We can see no force in the contention that the failure to 
deliver a release in accordance with the decree in any way affects its 
validity when it does not appear that the railroad company ever refused 
or neglected, on demand, to execute it. The town cannot take advantage 
of the laches of its authorities in failing to demand its execution, 
(363) in order to repudiate their debt, if it is valid> The plaintiff was 
| warranted in assuming that the town had demanded its execution 
and was not bound to look behind the decree to ascertain whether it had 
exercised common prudence in protecting itself. These twenty bonds 
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recite that they are issued in pursuance of the power and authority 
granted in chapter 49 of The Code, chapter 315, Laws 1891, and section 
30, chapter 21, Laws 1885 (being the charter of the town), and also by 
virtue of an election held as provided for in the acts referred to, and in 
accordance with the compromise decree in the cases to which we have 
referred. It is conceded, without question, that no municipal corpora- 
tion is authorized to issue bonds unless the power to do so 1s granted 
either in express terms or by necessary implication by the Legislature. 
The unavoidable implication arising from section 10, chapter 315, Laws 
1891 (the charter of the company), is that 1t was the intention of the 
Legislature to empower “counties, cities, towns and townships” to issue 
bonds to aid in building the road, and to compel either corporate body 
that might lend its credit in that way to pay all such tax as it might 
collect on the franchise and property of the completed road, in payment 
of the interest accruing thereon. But it is insisted that the power cannot 
be exercised in the face of the prohibitory provision of the Constitution 
(Art. VII, sec. 7) unless the authority to loan its credit received the 
sanction of a majority of the qualified voters of the municipality, and 
that 1t is as essential to the validity of the bonds that the Legislature 
should in express terms authorize the election and require specifically a 
_ vote of a majority of the qualified voters, as that it should empower the 
town to aid. It is admitted to be an essential prerequisite to the validity 
of such bonds that the Legislature should grant the power to aid, and 
that the majority of the qualified voters should signify their ap- | 
proval by their ballots cast. The machinery for ascertaining the (364) 
will of the electors is a secondary consideration. The main pur- 

pose was to prohibit the imposition of a tax for certain objects without 
the assent of a majority of the qualified voters. The acts of 1891, in as- 
suming that counties, towns and townships may subscribe, impliedly man- 
ifests a purpose on the part of the Legislature to allow municipalities “to | 
issue bonds to aid in building” this railroad, and leaves them at liberty 
to aid as may seem to them best, and, by implication, to do what they 
were expressly allowed to do in the charter of the Oxford & Clarksville 
road—either make donations or subscriptions. The statute puts no re- 
striction upon the town as to the manner of issuing its bonds in aid of 
the construction, leaving them to donate or subscribe at their option, 
with the approval of the requisite number of voters. In Wood v. Oxford, 
97 N. C., 227, Justice Merrimon, speaking of the contention that the 
provision in the railroad charter, that if a majority of the votes cast 
were favorable the town would be authorized to issue the bonds, was 
unconstitutional, said: “It may be that the statute contemplated that 
if a simple majority of the qualified voters, voting, shall be in favor of 
such donation, this shall be sufficient to authorize. it to be made. This is 
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questionable, but we need not decide whether it so provides or not, be- 
cause the purpose to allow such donation to be made is manifest, and it 
appears in the case before us that a clear majority of all the qualified 
voters of the town of Oxford voted in favor of the proposed donation 
of $40,000 in question, thus certainly meeting the essential prerequisites 
provided by the statute, and observing the provisions of the Constitution 
(Art. VII, sec. 7) forbidding towns and other municipal corporations to 

make a debt, except, etc., unless by a vote of a majority of the 
(365) qualified voters therein, and likewise observing the requirements 

of the charter of the town.” It is now well settled that, under the 
constitutional provision, a majority of the qualified voters is necessary, 
and, in the absence of proof to the contrary, a majority of the registered 
voters will be deemed a majority of the qualified voters. Rigsbee v. 
Durham, supra. 

The purpose of the Legislature to authorize the issue in our case in 
order to aid in any way they might deem best is apparent. The fact 
that a majority of the qualified voters have cast their ballots in favor 
of extending aid by subscription is undisputed. If it is not admitted, 
the records of the town showing that a proposition to allow the munici- 
pality to lend its aid by the issue of bonds was submitted after thirty 
days’ notice, and a majority of the qualified registered electors signified 
their assent by voting “approved,” and it is settled that such a record is 
conclusive evidence that the will of the majority was so expressed. Nor- 
ment v. Charlotte, 85 N. C., 887; Cain v. Commissioners, 86 N. C., 8; 
Southerland v. Goldsboro, 96 N. C., 49; Duke v. Brown, ib., 127; 
McDowell v. Construction Co., 96 N. C., 514; Rigsbee v. Durham, 98 
N.C., 81. In some of the cases which we have cited it is declared by 
the Court to be immaterial that the act providing the machinery for 
ascertaining the wishes of the qualified voters had provided, in direct 
conflict with the Constitution, as construed by the Court, that a ma- 
jority of the votes cast should be sufficient. These decisions rest upon 
the ground that the two evils intended to be guarded against were the 
using of the credit of municipal corporations, first, without the assent of 
the Legislature clearly given, and, second, without the approval of a 
majority of the qualified voters fairly ascertained. It was this broad 
view which inspired the intimation that either section 30 of the charter 

of Oxford, a section of a railroad charter which was declared, in 
(366) part, unconstitutional, or the constitutional provision itself in 
connection with the general election law, would be sufficient to 
authorize an election-to ascertain the will of the voters, where the assent 
of the Legislature that the municipality might create a debt had been 
clearly given. In Wood v. Oxford the Court said (after what has 
already been quoted from the opinion): “As the purpose of the Legisla- 
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ture to allow such donations to be made is clear and express, it is suf- 
ficient if the condition upon which it might be made has certainly, in 
the most adverse view of the proposition as to the vote, happened.” In 
any aspect, it is beyond question that the requisite constitutional ma- 
jority has approved of what the Legislature first clearly assented to— 
lending the aid of the town by issuing its bonds to the building of the 
railroad. With the legislative permission to so use its credit, we see no 
reason why the necessary implication should not follow that the town 
might ascertain the wishes of the voters in a way provided in the charter 
for the purpose of borrowing money in compliance with the same section 
of the organic law, or, in the absence of such special provision, under 
the general law governing elections held for municipalities, the natural 
inference being, when an election is authorized, that it is to be held in 
the usual, if some unusual mode is not provided. Where legislative 
sanction is given and the will of the majority of qualified voters is 
actually ascertained, it 1s certain that the danger line has not been 
crossed, so as to wrongfully subject municipalities to the burden of 
a debt for any purpose except necessary expenses. The imperative 
requirement of the Constitution is that there shall be a concurrence of 
the legislative and the popular will, the former evidenced by a grant of 
authority to vote, the latter by the record that a majority of the qualified 
voters have cast the ballots in favor of creating the debt. Whether 

the legislative purpose 1s expressed or may be fairly implied from (367) 
the language of the statute, is immaterial (1 Dillon, supra, 

sec. 89 (55); Clark v. Des Moines, 87 Am. Dec., 423), as is the question 
whether the election is conducted under statutes passed for the particular 
purpose, or, in the absence of such special provision, under the general 
election law enacted for the town or for counties generally, so that the 
sense of the voters is unquestionably and fairly ascertained. The power 
to subscribe being given, the fair implication was that the Legislature 
intended that the use of the machinery provided generally for taking a 
vote to authorize the borrowing of money might be used. The principle 
of strict construction 1s never “carried to such an unreasonable extent 
as to defeat the legislative purpose fairly appearing upon the entire 
charter or enactment.” If the special provision for holding an election 
in a town or county fails to provide in detail the mode or what is in 
common parlance called the machinery for conducting it, it must be 
inferred that the Legislature intended that general election laws might 
be resorted to, to fill in the hzatus, and not that the legislative will should 
be thwarted or defeated by any such omission. 

Brenan v. Bank, 144 U. S., 173, which was relied upon by the defend- 
ant, is clearly distinguishable from that at bar. If the only authority 
for issuing the bonds, that gave rise to this controversy, were the pro- 
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visions in the charter empowering the town to borrow money, it would 
be a case in point. But we have already adverted to the fact that the 
charter of the railroad company (section 9, chapter 315, Laws 1891) 
expressly contemplates and, by implication, authorizes the issuing of 
the bonds by the town to aid in the building of the road (not simply the 
borrowing of money by such towns for corporate purposes), and that, in 
accordance with a familiar rule of construction, all statutes bear- 
(368) ing upon the subject must be construed in part materia. Every 
doubt must be resolved in favor of the constitutionality of any 
act passed by the Legislature (S. v. Moore, 104 N. C., 743); and upon 
the same principle, where the assent of the Legislature to the creation 
of a municipal’ debt has been given by fair implication, it would be 
“sticking in the bark” to render such expression of its will nugatory by 
insisting that special election machinery should have been provided for 
ascertaining the popular feeling, when general laws can be made to 
subserve the purpose. It must be conceded that the result of the election 
cannot be drawn in question in this collateral proceeding if the law 
authorized the holding of it. McDowell v. Construction Co., supra. 
Pretermitting the question, whether the Court could look beyond the 
compromise judgment for the purpose of determining whether the statute 
authorized the holding of the election, we have preferred to declare that 
the town was, in fact, authorized by fair implication of law to hold it. 
The purchaser of such coupons as those sued upon must so far act upon 
the notice contained in the recitals, as a general rule, as to examine the 
statutes referred to, and ascertain at his peril whether the essential pre- 
requisites to the validity of the bonds have been met, both by legislatgve 
and popular action. We hold that, upon a fair construction of the 
organic law and pertinent statutes, and their application to the facts of 
this case, there has been a sufficient compliance with the essential re- 
quirements of the law to render the election valid. We think, therefore, 
that the court erred in holding that the plaintiff was not entitled to 
_ recover, and the judgment of nonsuit must be set aside. 
New trial. 
DEFENDANT'S APPEAL. 


(880) Avery,J. The plaintiff had a right to insist upon a judgment 

of nonsuit at the close of the evidence, in deference to the inti- 
mation of the court, unless the defendant had set up in its answer a 
counterclaim, which, if made good by the proof, would entitle the town 
to affirmative relief. Mfg. Co. v. Buxton, 105 N. C., 74; Pass v. Pass, 
109 N. C., 484. The defendant might have made the subscription to 
the capital stock of the company dependent upon the completion of its 
road to a certain point before a given time, and the failure to do so was 
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an oversight for which the plaintiff here, who was, at most, not bound to 
look furthef than to see whether those things that were essentially pre- 
requisite as to the issuing of a valid municipal bond had been done, 
cannot be made to suffer. It was competent for the State to authorize 
the institution of a suit to dissolve the corporation for nonuser of its 
powers (Bass v. Navigation Co., 111 N. C., 439), but the validity of the 
coupons sued upon cannot be drawn in question in any such indirect way 
as that relied upon in the answer. The mere prayer, at the conclusion 
of the answer, that the bonds and coupons, of which the plaintiff claimed 
to be the owner, should be surrendered up to be canceled, is. not of itself 
such a demand for affirmative relief as would entitle the defendant to 
insist upon a verdict and judgment thereon instead of judgment of non- 
suit. It is not the formal demand, but the preceding averments, that 
constitute the independent cause of action, which the defendant has 
elected to set, up as a counterclaim when’ sued for any matter growing 
out of the same transaction, or to make the ground of a new suit. The 
defendant has failed to make any allegations which would entitle it to 
affirmative relief. The mere denials, which put at issue the allegations 
upon which the plaintiff bases its claim to reMef, are plainly insufiicient ; 
and, for the reasons given, the averment of facts upon which the 
State might proceed for the forfeiture of the company’s franchise, 

would not constitute an independent cause of action in favor of (381) 
the defendant. : 

We see no sufficient reason to take this case out of the general rule 
that the plaintiff may submit to judgment of nonsuit, and appeal, when 
the court makes an intimation adverse to him at the conclusion of the 
evidence. | 

The ruling of the court, in so far as it allowed the judgment of non- 
suit to be entered, was 

No error. 

Cited: Claybrook v. Comrs., 117 N. C., 459; Bank v. Comrs., 119 
N. C., 215, 219; Glenn v. Wray, 126 N. C., 731, 732; Ramsey v. Brow- 
der, 186 N. C., 253; Merrick v. Bedford, 141 N. C., 506; Bank v. Me- 
Caskil, 174 N. C., 364. 
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THE DURHAM CONSOLIDATED LAND AND IMPROVEMENT. COMPANY 
vy. W. A. GUTHRIE & ET AL, 


Action to Recover Money Paid on Contract for Land—Sale of Land— 
Parol Contract—Statute of Frauds—Repudiation by Vendee. 


1. The statute of frauds (section 1554 of The Code) only requires that a con- 
tract for the sale of land shall be in writing, signed by “the party to be 
charged therewith,” and does not render void a contract that contains a 
defective description merely. 

2. A contract concerning the sale of land, if signed by the vendor only, binds 
him but not the vendee. 


3. If, under a parol contract for the sans of land, the vendor repudiates the 
sale, the vendee may recover back the money paid by him under the 
contract. 

4, A parol contract for the sale of land is not void except at the instance of 
the party who is allowed to plead and does plead the statute of frauds, 
and neither party who repudiates it can take any advantage or benefit 
under it; hence, 

5. Where the vendee in a parol contract for the sale of land repudiates the 
same, he cannot recover® money which he has paid thereunder to the 
vendor, who is able and willing to perform his contract. 


6. Where the vendee in a contract for the sale of land repudiates the same, 
after demand by the vendee for a compliance therewith, and thereafter 
the vendor disposes of the land, the vendee cannot, in an action brought 
more than twelve months after his refusal to comply, recover money paid 
by him under such contract to the vendor. 


7. Uncertain and speculative profits will not be allowed to form a part of the 
recovery in an action for damages for breach of contract. 


(382)  <Acrton, tried before Green, J., and a jury, at January Term, 

1895, of Durnam. The action was brought by the plaintiff to 
recover money paid or “loaned” to the defendants. The defendants 
pleaded a counterclaim, and from a judgment in favor of the defendants 
for $330 on their counterclaim the plaintiff appealed. 

The defendant had contracted with Fowler, Ferrell & Hicks for cer- 
tain lands in Durham County, and held their bonds for title when the 
purchase-money was paid. In 1890 the plaintiffs and defendants entered 
into the following agreement marked Exhibit B concerning the same 
lands: 

October 1, 1890—To The Durham Consolidated Land and Improve- 
ment Company: We will let you take the property at the actual cost 
to us, and on the same terms as we bought it, which are about as 
follows: Cash payments, $2500—$4275 in one year from date of our pur- 
chase—$1600 in eighteen months from date of our purchase. About 
$3000 of these time-payments is at 6 per cent interest, the balance at 
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8 per cent. You are to be at all expense of advertising and selling the 
property, and putting it in proper condition for sale to the best ad- 
vantage, by opening streets and making whatever improvements is neces- 
sary to sell the property in one year from date, and after deducting the 
actual expenses only from the proceeds of sale, the remainder of the 
proceeds is to be equally divided between us and yourselves. 
: S. T. Morean, 
For Guthrie, Carr and Morgan. 


The plaintiffs accepted the above proposition, paid the cash 
sum of $2,500, took possession of the lands, cut and carried away (383) 
wood, trees, etc., received rents and remained in possession for 
more than twelve months. In March, 1892, the defendants notified the © 
plaintiffs that they (defendants) were sued by Ferrell for his money 
then just due, and added: “We request you to comply with the terms of 
our contract with you, and make payment of the purchase-money and 
take title deeds for all property.” Nothing more was paid or done by 
the plaintiffs, and in the spring of 1892 the defendants resumed posses- 
sion of the lands. Afterwards, the plaintiffs demanded that the $2,500 
be paid back, which was refused by defendants. In September, 1893, 
the plaintiffs commenced this action to recover the $2,500, and filed their 
complaint, which the defendants answered, and set up a counterclaim 
for the value of wood, timber, rent, etc., received during the plaintifi’s 
possession. His Hover submitted tesa: issues : 

1. Are the defendants indebted to the plaintiffs; if so, in what sum? 
No. 

2. What is the value of the timber and rents received by the plaintiffs 
from the lands described? $330. — 

The court rendered a ea in favor of the defendants according to 
the verdict, and each party appealed. 


F. H. Busbee and Shepherd, Manning & Foushee for plaintiffs. 
J. W. Graham and Boone & Boone for defendants. 


Farrototrn, C. J. We find from an examination of the record that 
the main question is, Can the plaintiffs recover back the $2,500 paid in 
part performance of the agreement set out in the statement of the case? 

The action does not seek to enforce the contract, but to recover back 
the money paid, and the complaint alleges that the written agree- 
ment is defective in its descriptive part, and is therefore void by (884) 
the statute of frauds and cannot be enforced against the defend- 
ants by a bill for specific performance. The defendants answer and say, 
When you perform your agreement, we are ready, willing and able to 
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perform our part by giving you good fee simple deeds according to the 
true boundaries, which are well known to and recognized by you, by 
reason of your acceptance and possession of the lands for more than 
twelve months. 

The plaintifi’s position rests upon a misconception of the statute of 
frauds, sec. 1554. The statute only requires that the contract shall be 
in writing and signed by “the party to be charged therewith.” So that 
if A contracts in writing to sell a tract of land to B, whose promise to 
pay is not in writing, A would be bound to perform, but B would not, if 
he saw proper to avail himself of the statute. Love v. Welch, 97 N. C., 
200. If A and B contract for the sale of the land by parol, and the 
_ vendor elects to repudiate the contract, the vendee may recover back the 
amount he has paid under the contract. Wilkie v. Womble, 90 N. C., 
254. A parol contract for land is not void, except at the instance of the 
.party who is allowed and does plead the statute, and neither party who 
repudiates the contract can take any advantage or benefit under it. The 
repudiator is left in the condition in which he finds himself at the time 
of the abandonment. The plaintiffs cannot recover in assumpsit, be- 
cause it is admitted that they had a special contract, and so long as it 
exists they cannot fall back on the common counts. The cases of Green 
v. Rk. R., 17 N. C., 95, and Foust v. Shoffner, 62 N. C., 242, are on 
“all fours” with the case before us. In the first case, it was agreed ver- 
bally that defendant would convey a certain tract of land to the plain- 

tiff as soon as he would deliver to defendant an agreed number 
(385) of cords of wood. Plaintiff delivered a part of the wood and 

quit, and sued defendant for the value of so much wood as he 
had delivered. Defendant said, I am ready and able to give you a good 
title to the land as soon as you perform your part of the contract, and 
the Court held that plaintiff could not recover. 

It was conceded that defendants had otherwise disposed of the land 
before this action was begun, and it was urged by counsel that inasmuch 
as defendants were not in a position to convey the title to plaintiffs at 
that time, therefore the plaintifis ought to recover. The argument is 
without force, because it ignores the fact that more than twelve months 
prior thereto the plaintiffs upon demand had failed to perform their 
obligation then past due, and it would have been unreasonable to require 
defendants to hold their property in an unproductive state until it suited 
the pleasure of the plaintiffs to make the first move. 

We think it unnecessary to consider the numerous other points raised 
at the trial and on the argument, for assuming each and every one of 
them in favor of the plaintiffs, with the question above settled, as it is, 
the result would be the same. 

Affirmed. 
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DEFENDANTS APPEAL IN SAME CASE. 


Farctotn, ©. J. This appeal is dependent upon the same facts as 
are found in the plaintiffs’ appeal. The defendants recovered, in the 
opinion of the jury, the value of the actual damages to their property, 
and asked for the profits which they thought would have been realized 
if the plaintiffs had pressed their speculations with more energy in 
accordance with the agreement. His Honor thought these were too un- 
certain and too near out of sight, and in this we agree with him. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Land Oo. v. Guthrie, 123 N. ©., 185; Brown v. Hobbs, 154 
N. C., 555; Bateman v. Hopkins, 157 N. C., 474. 


(386) 
P. H. SMITH v. MAGGIE J. SMITH. 


Trial—Witness—Criminating Evidence. 


1. The true intent and meaning of section 11, Article I, of the Constitution of 
North Carolina, and of section 1354 of The Code is that a witness shall 
not be compelled to answer any question the answer to which will disclose 
a fact which forms a necessary and essential link in the chain of testi- 
mony which would be sufficient to convict him of a crime; therefore, 


2. In a proceeding for divorce a witness cannot be compelled to answer 
whether he ever had criminal intercourse with the wife, for, although 
one such act is not a eriminal offense, an admission of it might disclose 
other facts leading to proof of a crime which would not have been known 
but for the admission. 


Action for absolute divorce, tried before Winston, J., and a jury, at 
June Term, 1894, of DurHam. 

The jury found for their verdict that the plaintiff and defendant were 
never married, and the other issues were not responded to. Plaintiff 
appealed from the refusal of his motion for a new trial, assigning as 
error, among other things, his Honor’s refusal to compel a witness to 
answer a question propounded to him, which is set out in the opinion of 
the Chief Justice. 


J. S. Manning, Boone & Boone, Argo & Snow for plavntrff. 
Fuller, Winston & Fuller for defendant. 


Farretotu, C. J. On the trial a witness for the plaintiff was asked, 
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“Did you ever have criminal connection with the defendant; if so, when 
was the first time?” and other questions of a like tendency. The witness 
declined to, answer, stating that his answer would tend to criminate 
him. His Honor found as a fact that an affirmative answer would 
tend to criminate the witness and declined to compel him to 
(387) answer, and the plaintiff excepted. 
The Constitution of the United States, ‘fifth amendment, ae 
clares that “No person shall be compelled in any criminal case to be a 
witness against himself.” The Constitution of North Carolina, Article 
I, section 11, declares that he shall “not be compelled to give evidence 
against himself. ” The Code, section 1354, says that no person shall be 
“compellable to answer any question tending to criminate himself.” 


We think the provisions of our Constitution ought to be liberally con- 
strued to preserve personal rights and to protect the citizen against self- 
incriminating evidence. It is conceded and settled that a single unlaw- 
ful act of sexual intercourse is not a criminal offense, but the question 
presented 1s, would. the admission by the witness of a single act tend to 
criminate him. Our opinion is that it does, and that the witness ought — 
not to be compelled to answer the question, for the reason that the ad- 
mission may be the connecting link of a chain of evidence, disclosing 
other facts and other circumstances leading to clear proof of a crime 
which would not have been known without the admission. The usual 
reply is that his admission cannot be used against him in any future 
prosecution, and that he is therefore protected. 


This fails to reach the mark, for although it cannot be used against 
the witness it may be the means, the link, by which other sufficient evi- 
dence has been discovered, which could not have been done without the 
admission. No one knows what facts and secrets are locked up in the - 
bosom of a witness, and we think the true intent of the Constitution is 
that the witness shall not be compelled to disclose anything that may 
lead to criminal conduct without absolute protection against future Bron 
cution. 

| This question has been much discussed in England and in our 

(888) sister states. It would be too tedious to enumerate all the de- 
cisions. We are content to refer to and quote from one or two. 
In Broom’s Legal Maxims, p. 968, it is stated that “A witness is in 
general privileged from answering, not merely where his answer will 
criminate him directly, but where it may have a tendency to criminate 
him,” citing many decided English cases. In 1 Burr’s Trials, 245, Chief — 
Justice Marshall says: “If such answer may disclose a fact which forms 
a necessary and essential link in the chain of testimony which would be 
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to furnish matter for that conviction.” In Counselman v. Hitchcock. 
sufficient to convict him of any crime, he is not bound to answer it so as 
142 U. S., 547, the question was fully argued and all the pertinent au- 
thorities were examined and reviewed. The Court held that “The mean- 
ing of the constitutional provision is not merely that a person shall not 
be compelled to be a witness against himself in a criminal prosecution 
against himself, but its object is to insure that a person shall not be 
compelled, when acting as a witness in any investigation, to give testi- 
mony which may tend to show that he himself has committed a crime. 
It is a reasonable construction of the Constitutional provision that a 
witness is protected from being compelled to disclose the circumstances 
of his offense, or the sources from which, or the means by which, evi- 
dence of its commission, or of his connection with it may be obtained, or 
made effectual for his conviction, without using his answers as direct 
admissions against him.” The rule may sometimes work hardship and 
possibly does in this instance. The trial seems to have turned on the 
admission or exclusion of the question put to the witness Cole, although 
there was other apparently strong evidence. 

The policy of compelling witnesses to answer all questions, with a 
clause of absolute protection against future prosecution, is one 
for the legislative branch of the government and not for the (389) 
courts, 

Affirmed. 


Cited: In re Briggs, 185 N. C., 121, 181; 8. v. Medley, 178 N. ©., 712. 


W. O. BLACKNALL v. W. H. ROWLAND ert at. 


Action for Deceit—Contract—Sale of Corporate Stock—Representations 
as to Financial Condition of Corporation and Value of Stock. 


1. Where, in a written contract for the exchange of stock in a corporation 
for land, the instrument stated that certain representations therein as to 
the financial condition of the corporation and the value of the stock were 
the basis of the trade, and opportunity was allowed the purchaser of the 
stock for investigation as to its value, and subsequently a formal assign- 

. ment of the stock was made by a writing which contained no representa- 
tions: Held, (1) That the assignment was a part of the same transaction 
as the agreement for the sale, and was based upon it, and the fact that 
the assignment contained no representations as to the condition of the 
corporation or the value of the stock, will not prevent a recovery for the 
breach of the conditions contained in the contract of sale; (2) the fact 

‘ that the purchaser of the stock had an opportunity to investigate the 
value of the stock, ete., will not relieve the sellers from liability for the 
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misrepresentations as to such value, ete., for the purchaser was not bound | 
to make such investigations, but had the right to roy upon the repre- 
sentations of the sellers. 


2. Expressions of opinion as to the value of the subject-matter of a trade do 
not render the seller liable if they are incorrect, unless both falsely and 
fraudulently made; it is otherwise when the representations are state- 
ments of facts of which the seller has peculiar means of knowledge and 
of which the purchaser is ignorant; hence, 


3. Where, as the basis of a sale of stock, the seller makes representations as 
to the financial condition of a corporation and the value of the stock 
therein, such representations constitute a warranty of the truth thereof, 
and for a breach thereof the seller is liable to the purchaser. 


(390)  Acrion feted before Shuford, J., and a jury, at January Term, 

1894, of Dunnam. There was a verdict for the defendant, and 
from the judgment thereon plaintiff appealed. The facts BEpPees in the 
opinion of Associate Justice Montgomery. 


J. S&S. Manning for plaintrff. 
J. W. Graham and Boone & Boone for defendants. 


Montcomery, J. On 4 October, 1888, the plaintiff and the defendants 
entered into an agreement, which is in the following words and figures: 


W. H. Rowland and W. R. Cooper propose to sell, and W. O. Blacknall 
agrees to buy the interest of said Rowland & Cooper in fifty shares of 
the capital stock of the Durham Sash, Door and Blind Manufacturing 
Co. As the basis of the proposition and acceptance it is represented and 
understood that said stock is of the par value of $50 a share; that fifty 
per cent of the par value of each share has been paid encom | in cash, 
and twenty-five per cent of the par value thereof has been paid by a 
declaration of dividends out of the net profits of the business and oper- 
ations of the company, so that seventy-five per cent of the par value of 
the stock of said company is now legally paid up; that the company 
owes for machinery $2,000; for lumber about $.----- , and floating debt 
of $600 to $700. That its assets are available and in good condition and 
exceed its liabilities by $3,000; that Rowland and Cooper will be able to 
legally assign said stock or interest and have the same duly transferred 

on the company’s books to the said Blacknall. In exchange of 
_.(891) said stock or interest said Blacknall is to convey to said Rowland 

and Cooper and their heirs, by good and sufficient deed in fee 
simple an unincumbered title to 28 acres of land in Durham County ad- 
joining T. B. Lyon on the east, N. C. R. R. Co. on the south, W. O. 
Blacknall on the west, S. J. Hester on the north, it being just east of. 
the 30 acres now under mortgage. 
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This trade is conditioned upon the representations above as to condi- 
tion of business and stock of said company and other statements being 
verified upon examination of its affairs by an expert bookkeeper of 
Blacknall’s selection and at his expense, and upon the condition that his 
title to the land named above is good. Witness the signature of W. H. 
Rowland and W. R. Cooper and W. O. Blacknall, 4 October, 1888. 
Rowrianp & Cooper, 
W. O- Bracknatt, 
Test: E. J. ParrisH. | 


Two weeks afterwards the defendants assigned and set over to the 
plaintiff the stock mentioned in the agreement by a paper-writing in 
these words: 


For full value, and with consent of all the stockholders, we assign, set 
over and convey to W. O. Blacknall and his executors, administrators 
and assigns all our right, title and interest in and to fifty shares of stock 
in The Durham Sash, Door and Blind Manufacturing Company, and in 
the property, assets, franchises and effects of said company: And we 
hereby authorize a transfer upon the books of said company of all our 
said interests to said W. O. Blacknall, and we hereby assign the annexed 
receipts for payments upon said stock and our subscription thereto. Said 
receipts show the amounts paid by us on said subscription in cash, 
twenty-five per cent thereof in addition to cash having been 
credited to us in dividends declared by said company. (392) 

Witness our hands and seals this 19 October, 1888. 


Wm. H. Rownranp, [ Seal. ] 
W. R. Cooper. [ Seal. ] 
Witness: N. A. Ramsry. 


The plaintiff conveyed the land to the defendants on the same day the 
stock was assigned to him. 


It is contended by the defendants that the two paper-writings executed 
by them have no connection one with the other, that the latter one con- 
stitutes in itself the sale of the stock, independent of the agreement, and 
being without representations or warranty the doctrine of caveat emptor 
applies. We do not take this view of the matter. The writing last 
executed by the defendants is not the whole of the transaction between 
the parties. It is simply the assignment of the stock under the agree- 
ment; was made, as an inference of law, under it, and had for its basis 
that instrument. But even if it is admitted that the assignment of the 
stock be the paper which passes title to the property and the principal 
instrument in the sale, yet the agreement would be a collateral undertak- 
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ing and form a part of the contract by its express terms, as set forth in 
these words: 

“W. H. Rowland and W. R. Cooper propose to sell, and W. O. Black- 
nall agrees to buy the interest of said Rowland and Cooper in 50 shares 
of the capital stock of The Durham Sash, Door and Blind Manufacturing 
Company. As the basis of the proposition and acceptanve it 1s repre- 
sented and understood that said stock is,” ete. The defendants further 
contend that whatever legal effect the agreement might have had when . 

it was entered into, the opportunity which the plaintiff had in the 
(393) interim between the agreement and the assignment of the stock 
to examine into the representations and statements made in the 
agreement, relieves the defendants of any lability which might have 
attached originally to them on account of such representations. We 
are not of this opinion. The plaintiff was not bound to make any 
examination into the facts stated in the agreement; he had a right to 
rely upon them. When this case was before this Court at February 
Term, 1891 (108 N. C., 554), Chief Justice Merrimon, in delivering 
the opinion, said on this point: “He (plaintiff) was not bound to verify 
the representations made: he might as a matter of caution have done so, 
but he might not reasonably believe, rely and act upon the plain, perti- 
nent and material statements made by the defendants to him in the 
paper-writing and otherwise.” 

We will now consider the nature and legal effect of the agreement. If 
the representations are only expressions of opinion, then, to enable the 
plaintiff to recover, they must not only be false but fraudulent; not so, 
however, with the representations as facts. Are these representations 
merely expressions of opinion offered as inducements to the plaintiff to 
bring about the trade, or are they solemn statements of fact of which the 
defendants had peculiar means of knowledge and of which the plaintiff 
was ignorant? These statements, as to the value of the stock, indebted- 
ness of the company and its assets, are not only specifically set out, but 
they are preceded by the words “as the basis of the proposition and 
acceptance it 1s represented and understod,”’ ete. This is no “trade- 
talk,” no “puffing of one’s wares.””’ They must mean that the defendants 
intended to say that they would make good to the plaintiff any damage 
he might sustain in the trade, if they turned out to be not true. There 
is therefore in the agreement a warranty of the facts stated therein as 

being true. 
(894) His Honor below instructed the jury that the agreement of 
4 October, 1892, was not a warranty. We are of the opinion that 
there was error in the instruction given. The plaintiff is entitled to a 
new trial. _ a 
New trial. 
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Cited: 8. c., 118 N. C., 419; Ferrell v. Hanes, 119 N. C., 218; May »v. 
Loomis, 140 N. C., 857; Wrenn v. Morgan, 148 N. C., 106; Helms v. 
Holton, 152 N. C., 592. 


J. H. SHIELDS vy. THE TOWN OF DURHAM. 


Action for Damages—Injuries to Prisoner—Insufficient Protection from 
Cold—Inability of Town. 


1. If the authorities of a town provide in its prison the necessaries to protect 
a prisoner from bodily suffering, but the custodians of the jail neglect or 
fail to supply him with such necessaries, the town is not liable in damages 
for injury caused to the prisoner by such neglect or failure of the cus- 
todians, provided it is not shown that the officers of the town were negli- 
gent in supervising the custodians. 


2. Where, in the trial of an action for damages for injury to plaintiff’s health, 
caused by the absence of window glass in a cell in which he was confined, 
it was not shown that the town authorities had notice of such defect or 
that they were negligent in supervising the jailer, ete., the plaintiff cannot 
recover. 


Action to recover damages sustained by plaintiff, while incarcerated 
in the guardhouse of the town of Durham, tried before Hoke, J., and a 
jury, at August Term, 1894, of Durnam, ‘having been removed to that 
court, on motion for a change of venue, from Orange County, where it 
was begun. 

There was Judgment for the plaintiff for $200, and defendant (406) 
appealed. 


J. W. Graham and Manning & Foushee jo plaintcff. 
Boone & Boone for defendant. 


Monteomery, J. In actions of this nature this Court has (407) 
decided in Moffit v. Asheville, 108 N. C., 237, that cities and 
towns “are liable in damages only for a failure, either to so construct 
their prisons, or so provide them with fuel, bed-clothing, heating appa- 
ratus, attendants and other things necessary as to secure to the prisoners 
committed to them a reasonable degree of comfort, and protect them 
from such actual bodily suffering as would injure their health.” If the 
aldermen of the City built a reasonably comfortable police prison and 
afterwards furnished to those who had immediate charge of it everything 
that was essential to prevent bodily suffering on the part of prisoners 
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from excessive cold or heat or hunger and to protect their health, the 
City would not be liable, even if the suffering or sickness or the plaintiff 
was caused by neglect of the jailer, the policemen, or the attendants to 
keep the fires burning all night, or to give the plaintiff the necessary 
bed-clothing furnished to them. In Moffitt’s case, supra, Justice Avery, 
who delivered the opinion of the Court, further. says: “We think that 
where window-glass in the windows of a police prison has been broken, 
and the bed-clothing furnished for its inmates has been destroyed, but 
governing officers of the town are not shown to have had actual notice 
of the breaking or destruction, or to have been negligent in omitting to 
provide for such oversight of the prison as would naturally be expected 
to give them timely information of its condition, there is not such a 
failure in discharging the duties of construction or ‘superintendence as te 
subject the corporation to liability.” 

‘The facts in the case before us are almost oneal with those de- 
veloped on the trial in Moffitt’s case. The plaintiffs in both testified to 
having been injured from cold blasts of air rushing through broken 
panes of window glass in the prison windows upon them in their cells, 

and for a want of blankets and bed-clothes and fires to protect 
(408) them from the cold. The defendants in both cases introduced six 

or more witnesses, including the chief of police, the clerk of the 
board of commissioners and others connected with the city government, 
who testified that the governing authorities of the town had always fur- 
nished a plenty of warm blankets and had instructed the officers in 
immediate charge of the prison to keep a plenty on hand. and also to 
keep fuel and fires sufficient to make the prisoners comfortable, and had 
always furnished those officers with the means and credit to do so. In 
the present case, it was also put in evidence for the defendant that the 
chief of police had window panes put in as fast as drunken men broke 
them out. There was no evidence put in by the plaintiff to rebut this 
testimony of the defendant. No evidence was introduced by the plain- 
tiff to show notice to the defendant of the broken panes of glass or of 
the want of blankets, bed-clothes or fire, or that the town authorities 
were negligent in omitting to provide for such oversight of the prison as 
would naturally be expected to give them timely information of its con- 
dition. | | 

It is evident from the charge of his Honor that that part, and the 
only part of the complaint which made any allegation concerning the 
faulty construction of the guardhouse, to wit, “that the said guardhouse 
was a small room exposed, having glass in its windows broken out, and 
that by reason of, and in consequence of the bad condition of said 
guardhouse,” was eliminated on the trial from the case, and that the 
case which his Honor submitted to the j jury was upen the cause of action 
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for the defendant’s failure to furnish the plaintiff with the proper bed- 
clothing and blankets and fires. His Honor in his instructions to the 
- jury said: “If you shall find the prison to be as described by the plain- 
tiff’s testimony, and this arose because the town authorities had 
not made proper provision for the prisoner’s comfort, and the (409) 
injury was caused by such failure, the jury will answer the issue 
Yes.” If it should be thought that by these words the court submitted 
the question of the alleged faulty construction of the prison to the jury, 
the next sentences of the charge will show that that view of the case 
was not in his mind: “If the jury shall find that the defendant had pro- 
vided fuel and blankets sufficient to make the plaintiff comfortable, the 
_ jury will answer the issue No; or if the injury to plaintiff arose because 
plaintiff did not take advantage of the provision that was made for his 
comfort, the jury will answer the issue No; or if plaintiff’s injury arose 
because the policemen charged with the duty failed to give the plaintiff 
the benefit and protection of the provision made by the defendant, the 
jury will answer the issue No.” If the matter of the construction of the 
guardhouse had been in his mind, he could not have given that portion 
of his charge last quoted, because the town might not have been negli- 
gent in the matter of furnishing blankets, bed-clothes and fires, and yet 
have been negligent in the building and construction of a guardhouse 
suitable for a prison. The instructions asked the court by the defendant 
numbered 8, 9, 10 should have been given to the jury. There is error, 
and the defendant is entitled to a 


New trial. 


Cited: Shields v. Durham, 118 N. C., 453; Coley + v. Statesville, 121 
N.C., 317; Nichols v. Fountain, 165 N. C,, 169. 


(410) 
MOREHEAD BANKING COMPANY v. MRS. L. L. MOREHEAD, Exrcutrrx 
oF EUGENE MOREHEAD, ET AL. 


Note of Executor to Pay Debts of Testator—Personal Liability of 
Executor—Knowledge of Creditor. 


1. Where an executor executes a note in his representative capacity for money 
borrowed and used for the purpose of paying debts of the testator the 
estate is not liable, but the executor is personally liable therefor, and this 
is so notwithstanding the fact that the lender knows for what purpose the 
money was borrowed and how it was used. 
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2. In such ease, the executor takes the risk of being reimbursed the amount 
of the note out of the assets of the estate on the final accounting. 


Action tried at June Term, 1894, of Durwam, before Winston, J., 
and a jury. | 
The complaint alleged: 


Il. That some time in the year 1890 the plaintiff lent to the defend- 
ant, Mrs. L. L. Morehead, the sum of five thousand dollars, the said sum 
being borrowed by her, as plaintiff was then informed and believed, and 
still believes, to pay debts and thus relieve the estate of the said Eugene 
Morehead, and executed her negotiable promissory note to plaintiff for | 
said five thousand dollars, which said promissory note she, the said Mrs. 
L. L. Morehead, signed identically as she signed the note set out in the 
next succeeding allegation, with B. L. Duke and Lucius Green as sure- 
ties thereto. 

III. That said note so given for money so lent to and borrowed by 
the defendant, Mrs. L. L. Morehead, was from time to time renewed, and 
in renewal of said original indebtedness the defendants on the 16th day 
of March, 1893, exeeuted to plaintiff their promissory note as follows, 
to wit: 


(411) $5,000.00. Duruam, N. C., 16 March, 1893. 
Six months after date we, or either of us, L. L. Morehead, 
executrix of Eugene Morehead, B. L. Duke and Lucius Green, promise 
to pay to the order of Morehead Banking Company five thousand dollars, 
with interest at eight per cent per annum thereafter until paid, interest 
to be paid semi-annually in advance, negotiable and payable at More- 
head Banking Company, Durham, N.C., for value received. The parties 
agree to take no advantage of any agreement for indulgence after 
maturity. 
Lucy L. Morryrap, 
Executrix of Eugene Morehead. 
B. L. Duxgz, 
Luctus Green. 


IV. That said note was at its maturity presented at the office of the 
Morehead Banking Company, in Durham, for payment and payment 
thereof refused. That said note and no part thereof has been paid, but 
the whole thereof is now due and owing to said Morehead Banking Com- 
pany, the owner and holder of said note. That plaintiff is advised that 
the said note made the said Mrs. L. L. Morehead personally responsible, 
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as well as responsible as executrix, and that she owes said amount: 

Wherefore, plaintiff demands judgment: 

1. That it recover judgment against Mrs. L. L. Morehead, executrix 
of Eugene Morehead, and Mrs. L. IL. Morehead, individually, as prin- 
cipals, and against B. L. Duke and Lucius Green as sureties, for the 
sum of five thousand dollars, with interest thereon from 19 September, 
1898, until paid, at the rate of eight per cent per annum, and the costs 
of this action to be taxed by the clerk. 

2. That it have such other judgments, orders and relief aeaisee either 
or all the defendants, whether in their personal or representative 
character, as it may be entitled to. (412) 

The defendants. Mrs. L. L. Morehead, executrix of Eugene 
Morehead, deceased, and Mrs. L. L. Morehead, orally demurred to the 
complaint because the same did not state facts sufficient to constitute a 
cause of action against them, and for the same reason moved to dismiss 
the action as to them. 

The demurrer was sustained as to Mrs. L. L. Morehead, executrix, 
but overruled as to Mrs. L. L. Morehead individually. 

To this ruling and judgment plaintiff excepted, and insisted that the 
estate of Eugene Morehead was still liable, as the original debt had been 
contracted by him and the renewals thereof did not discharge his estate 
until the debt was paid, and from the refusal to hold said estate liable 
plaintiff appealed. 


John W. Graham and Boone & Boone for plaintiff. 
Fuller, Winston & Fuller for defendants. 


Avery, J. An executor cannot, by any contract of his, fasten upon 
the estate of his testator liability for a debt created by him and arising 
wholly out of matters occurring after the death of the testator. Devane 
v. Royal, 52 N. C., 426; Harley v. Wheeler, 49 N. C., 157; Beatty v. 
Gingles, 58 N. C., 302; Tyson v. Walston, 83 N. C., 90; McLean v. 
McLean, 88 N. C., 894. Where an executor executed a promissory note 
as evidence of such debt and signs it, and renewals of it in his fiduciary 
capacity, the words “as executor” will be rejected as surplusage, and the 
contract interpreted as if made in terms by him individually. Beatty v. 
Gingles, supra. The rule is not modified by the fact that the note is 
given, as in this case, by an executrix for money which the ecredi- _ 
tor knows at the time is to be used In payment of the debts of (413) 
the testator; but the law assumes that she consents to ineur the 
risk of reimbursement out of the assets on her final settlement. This is 
unquestionably a liability governed by this general principle. The 
feme defendant is answerable in her individual capacity. 


Affirmed. 
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Cited: Alexander v. Alexander, 120 N. C., 474; Mitchell v. Whitlock, 
121 N. C., 167; Banking Co. v. Morehead, 122 N. C., 319, 325; S. e., 
126 N. C., 279, 283. 


MOREHEAD BANKING COMPANY v. LUCY L. MOREHEAD Et At. 


Contract—Action on Note—Note of Executor Given for Benefit of 
Decedent’s Estate—Limitation of Indwidual Inability. 


1. Contracting parties are not prohibited from inserting in a written agree- 
ment a provision that an implication, which the law would otherwise raise, 
shall not arise; therefore, | 

9, While an executrix who gives a note in her representative capacity for 
money borrowed to pay debts of the estate is personally liable, nothing 
else appearing, yet when it is so signed, but in the body of the note are 
inserted the words ‘I. L. M., Sa la ete., but not personally,” she is © 


not personally lable. 


Action heard before Wine J., at June Term, 1894, of Durnam. 
The action was upon a note which had been given in renewal of a note 
on which the testator of defendant L. L. Morehead, executrix, was surety. 
The note sued on was as follows: 


$4,000.00. Dvuruam, N. C., August, 1892. 
Six months after date, we or either of us, S. T. Morgan, J. S. Carr, 
W. W. Avery, and Mrs. L. L. Morehead, executrix of Eugene 
(414) Morehead, but not personally, promise to pay to the order of 
Morehead Banking Company four thousand dollars with interest 
at eight per cent per annum thereafter if unpaid, interest to be paid 
semiannually, negotiable and payable at Morehead Banking Company, 
of Durham, N. C., for verve received. 
| Mersane Mitis Company, | 
By S. T. Morgan. 
S. T. Morean, 
J. 8S. Carr, 
Lucy L. Morzxeap, 
Executrix of Eugene Morehead. 
W. W. Avery. 


The plaintiff asked for judgment against Mrs. Morehead as executrix, 
as well as personally. She demurred orally to the complaint and 
moved to dismiss the action against her in both capacities. The de- 
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‘murrer was sustained as to her, personally, but was overruled as to her 
as executrix. To this ruling the plaintiff excepted and appealed, assign- 
ing the same as error, and insisting that the defendant could not limit 
her personal liability and that the words in the note did not have the 
effect of exempting her from personal lability. | 


J. W. Graham and Boone & Boone for plaintiff. 
Fuller, Winston & Fuller for defendant. 


Avery, J. It is an elementary principle that every person who is not 
at the time laboring under some total or partial disability, such as 
infancy, insanity or coverture, has the legal capacity to enter into any 
agreement not prohibited by law, and that the lawful contracts of persons 
having the capacity to enter into them are binding upon and enforcible 
against the parties to them. It is equally familiar learning that 
all contracts between persons capable of entering into them, and (415) 
not in conflict with the State or Federal Constitution, in contra- 
vention of common or statutory law, or condemned as contrary to public 
policy or good morals, are lawful. 


The plaintiff corporation and the defendant executrix both being capa- 
ble of contracting, entered into an agreement, wherein it was especially 
stipulated that she, by signing a promissory note as executrix of her 
deceased husband, should not be held liable in her individual capacity. 
Such was the obvious purpose with which the words “Mrs. L. L. More- 
head, executrix of Eugene Morehead, but not personally,” were inserted 
in the body of the note, where the parties promising are named, and when 
she signed and the bank accepted the note both must have understood 
and assented to it, interpreted according to its plain meaning. 7A. &E., 
387, note 2. It was intended by the parties that she should incur no 
personal liability by signing in her representative capacity, and, if such: 
a purpose can be carried into effect without running counter to any rule 
prescribed in furtherance of public policy, the plaintiff has no right to 
demand a personal judgment against her. The law does, for sufficient 
reason, sometimes restrict the right to limit one’s lability by contract. 
As, for instance, where a railroad company attempts to stipulate against 
liability as a common carrier for injury due to its own negligence, this 
limitation is held to be void as against public policy. But on the other 
hand, where personal representatives, in the exercise of a power con- 
tained in a devise or acting under an order or decree of Court, have been 
required to execute conveyances of land, it has been the habit, in order 
to avoid raising the question of personal liability on the usual cove- 
nants of a deed, to specially stipulate that the executor or adminis- 


116—~17 998 


IN THE SUPREME COURT | [116 


BANKING Co. v. MoREHEAD, 


(416) trator agrees to warrant and defend, etc., only in. his represen- 

tative capacity and to the extent to which he is empowered to do 
so. The doctrine under which the personal representative, who merely 
promises to pay by signing or by also inserting his name in the body of 
the instrument in his representative capacity, has been held personally 
liable was founded upon the old principle that he thereby acknowledged 
that he had assets of the estate in his hands and that the assets were the 
consideration of the note. Sleighter v. Harrington, 6 N. C., 332. “It,” 
said Judge Ruffin, “such a promise were good, it made the debt personal. 
Whenever one becomes personally bound for the debt of another (no 
matter how) it becomes his own debt and must be paid out of his own 
estate. Nothing but satisfaction, or other matter which would discharge 
him from any other of his own personal debts, would discharge him from 
this. In Bain’s case, Lord Coke is express that an executor can only 
show on the day of trial that he had no assets at the time of the promise.” 
It would seem that the rule applicable to a personal representative, who 
signs in his fiduciary capacity, was founded upon a principle that can 
scarcely be said to have survived modern changes, but however it origi- 
nated, it is a part of the law of this State repeatedly affirmed previously 
and last approved by us in a case between some of the same parties at 
this term. To hold the executrix bound by an implied promise in the 
face of an express stipulation, constituting a part of the common under- 
standing that she should in no event be held personally liable, would be 
to allow a legal fiction to contradict a palpable fact. There is no prin- 
ciple of law which prohibits parties from inserting in a written agree- 
ment a provision that an implication, which the law would otherwise 

raise, shall not arise. The object of the courts in the interpreta- 
(417) tion of contracts is to arrive at the intent of the parties, where 

they have not expressed it clearly, or to ascertain the precise 
_terms of the agreement to which two or more minds assented. Where 
their meaning is unmistakable, there is no room for construction and 
nothing is implied, when everything intended is expressed with accuracy 
and certainty. Where the intention of the parties is plainly expressed 
and the agreement is not illegal, the law requires that the courts shall 
give effect to it. Rules of construction are resorted to in order to ascer- 
tain the meaning of uncertain or ambiguous language, but never to 
defeat a plainly expressed purpose. Such is the rule governing the 
interpretation of all other contracts, and there is no reason why the 
same test should not be applied to fhoxe made by personal representa- 
tives. Christian v. Sugdom, 21 N. Y., 182. : 


The point directly raised in this case is one of the first impression in 
this State, and we prefer to let our decision rest upon sound reason and 
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approved elementary principles, rather than to go out in search of analo- 
gous cases or authority from other courts. We have not, however, found 
any authority in conflict with the conclusion we have reached. 

The appeal is from the refusal to give a personal Judgment against 
the executrix. The judgment against the executrix in her representative 
capacity is not drawn in question. It is not material therefore to discuss 
the other question suggested on the argument, whether, as executrix, the 
feme defendant would be held Hable, if the question were raised on this 
or the original note of her testator. 

The judgment of the court to the effect that the executrix is not per- 
sonally hable is affirmed. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Mitchell v. Whitlock, 121 N. C., 167. 


(418) 
MARY L. HARGROVE v. HENRY P. HARRIS. 


Action for Rent—Justice of the Peace—Jurisdiction—Claim and De- 
——— lwwery—Sudgment Declaring Inen on Crop. 


1. There being but one form of action in civil cases, the fact that a plaintiff 
asks for one of the many remedies ancillary thereto, to which he is not 
entitled, does not affect the action itself, which will go on if he is entitled 
to any other of the remedies. 


2. Where plaintiff, in an action before a justice of the peace to recover $75 
due for rent, alleged that defendant wrongfully detained the crop on 
which the rent was a lien, and incidentally asked for a delivery of the © 
crop, which was not alleged to be worth “not more than fifty dollars,”’ 
the justice of the peace was not deprived of jurisdiction by such allegation 
and prayer. 


3. In such case the justice properly ignored the ancillary remedy, of which 
he had no jurisdiction, and rendered judgment for the amount found to © 
be due for rent. 


4, Inasmuch as the statute (section 1754 of The Code) makes a judgment 
for rent a lien on the crop, an adjudication by a justice of the peace that 
the judgment rendered by him in an action for rent was a lien on the 
crop does not invalidate the judgment, but will be treated as harmless 
surplusage. 


Action heard before Green, J., at January Term, 1895, of Gran- 
vite, on defendant’s appeal from a judgment of a justice of the peace. 
The summons commanded the defendant “to answer the complaint of 
Mrs. Mary L. Hargrove, for the wrongful detention of a lot of tobacco. 
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corn, shucks, and fodder, value $75, due for rent, and demanded by said 
plaintiff.” . 

The plaintiff complained before a justice that defendant was indebted 
to her in the sum of $60 and interest, due by note for rent of Ragland 
farm, and that she had the right to seize and sell the crops raised on 

said land under process of claim and delivery. The defendant 
(419) moved to vacate and dismiss the claim and delivery proceedings 

for want of jurisdiction, which motion was overruled. The jus- 
tice rendered judgment for $36.81 and costs, and the judgment pro- 
ceeded as follows: “It is further adjudged that this judgment is a hen 
upon all the crops of every description raised in 1894 upon the plaintift’s 
land, known as the Ragland land.” 

On the hearing of the case on appeal his Honor granted the defend- 
ant’s motion to dismiss on the ground that the justice of the peace had 
no jurisdiction, from which judgment the plaintiff appealed to this 
Court. 


J. W. Graham and P. C. Graham for plaintiff. 
A. J. Field for defendant. 


Crark, J. There is no such thing as an action for claim and delivery. 
Under our Constitution, Art. IV, sec. 1, there is but one form of 
action in civil cases. In that, many ancillary remedies may be asked, 
Le., arrest and bail, claim and delivery, injunction, attachment, and 
appointment of receivers. These need not be asked, even if the party is 
entitled to them, Wilson v. Hughes, 94.N. C., 182, and if they are im- 
properly asked they are simply denied or dismissed, but that does not 
affect the action itself, which goes on if the plaintiff is entitled to any 
- other remedy. Deloatch v. Coman, 90 N. C., 186; Morris v. O’Briant, 
94.N.C., 72. This is the broad distinction between the present system 
of procedure and that formerly in force. Under the old system, all these 
were distinct forms of action, and so much regard was paid to the mode 
in which relef was asked that however meritorious the cause of action, 

a mistake in the exact manner of seeking the remedy sent the 
(420) plaintiff out of court. The common sense of mankind and the 
| intelligence of the age have caused the old system to be abro- 
gated in the large majority of states and countries of the English-speak- 
ing race—indeed it was never in force in any other. It was abolished 
in this State over a quarter of a century since. 

The gist of the present action is that the defendant was indebted to 
the plaintiff $75, due for rent. Incidentally the plaintiff asked, or 
might be construed as asking, for claim and delivery of the crop, which 
is not alleged to be worth “not more than fifty dollars.” The justice of 
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the peace properly ignored the ancillary remedy of which he would have 
had no jurisdiction, and rendered judgment for the amount of rent 
found to be due, $36.87. Starke v. Cotten, 115 N. C., 81. In that case 
the action was for $70.80 for “damages for breach of a contract” as to the 
delivery of certain tobacco, and to subject the proceeds of the sale of 
tobacco. It was held that while the justice had no jurisdiction of the 
lntter, “the damages for breach of contract’? being ex contractu, the 
justice properly retained jurisdiction and rendered judgment for the 
debt. It is true that in the present case the summons recites that the 
defendant “wrongfully retains” the crop on which $75 is due for rent. 
The same words were used in Deloatch v. Coman, supra, and the Court 
held that this was the basis for claim and delivery, Code, sec. 322 (2), 
but that the justice retained jurisdiction to render judgment for the 
debt, less than two hundred dollars, though he did not have power to 
grant the claim and delivery for the property, which was in excess of 
$50.00. 

In the present case the court below erred in dismissing the action, and 
that is the only point before us. To prevent misconception, however, 
we notice that the justice not only gave judgment for the debt and 
adjudged that it was due for rent—as he might have adjndged 
that it was due by open account, or on a bond, or on a promis- (421) 
sory note—but he went further and adjudged that it was a lien 
on the crop. This was unnecessary, and must be held mere harmless 
surplusage, as the statute made it a lien. Code, sec. 1754. The lien was 
the result, and no valid part, of the judgment declaring the amount of 
the indebtedness and that it was due for rent. Code, sec. 1754; Wilson 
v. Respass, 86 N. C., 112. There is analogy on the criminal side of the 
docket, where disfranchisement of one convicted of a felony is held to be 
the effect of the sentence, and no part of it. S. v. Jones, 82 N. ©., 685. 
So here the len on the crop is the effect, but no part of the judgment 
that the defendant is indebted in the amount named for rent. The 
plaintiff did not ask for a judgment declaring it a lien, and, if he had, it 
would not have destroyed the jurisdiction to grant the valid demand for 
judgment for the sum due. Because a judgment for the amount due for 
rent ascertains the extent of the lien on the crop, does not throw every 
petty dispute about rent into the Superior Court. This would virtually 
be a denial of justice in the majority of instances, for the amount would 
usually not justify seeking relief in that forum. In truth, the lien 
exists by virtue of the statute before and independent of the judgment, 
and even if no judgment is ever rendered. The judgment simply ascer- 
tains the amount of rent due. 


Reversed. 
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Cited: Holden v. Warren, 118 N. C., 327; McGehee v. Breedlove, 122 
N.C., 278; Kiser v. Blanton, 123 N. C., 403; Patterson v. Freeman, 132 
N. C., 359. 


(422) 


W. Hz. HUNT, ADMINISTRATOR OF ELIZABETH GAY, v. 
W. T. WHEELER et at. 


Will, Construction of-—Legacy—Charge on Land—Statute of 
Limitations. 


1. Where a testator devised land to a grandson, who was directed to pay to 
testator’s daughter one-half of its value out of the rents or from any 
other source except by sale of the land, the daughter’ s share is a charge 
upon the land. . 


2, An action by an adininistiator to recover his intestate’s share of an estate 
is governed by section 158 of The Code, which provides that actions not 
otherwise provided for shall be brought within ten years, 


3. Where a devisee of land which was charged with the payment of half its 
value to a daughter of the testator agreed, by way of compromise, to pay 
within a certain time a less amount, and upon such payment he was to 
be released from all liability on account of the said charge upon the land, 
and he failed to pay the compromise sum within the time specified: 
Held; that the debt did not become merely a personal one, and the charge 
upon the land was not released by such agreement; and further, that the 
devisee cannot take any benefit from such agreement since he has failed 
to comply within its terms. 


4. In such case, judgment will be given for one-half the value of the land, with 
. interest from the date at which it was payable, and a receiver will be 
appointed to collect and apply the rents of the vane to the payment of 
such judgment. 


Action heard before Green, J., at Spring Term, 1895, of GranviLuz, 
on a case agreed, the material parts of which are stated in the opinion of 
Montgomery, J. The only other fact necessary to the proper under- 
standing of the opinion is that the wife of the testator, upon whose death 
W. T. Wheeler was to come into the possession of the land and pay the 
sum charged thereon, died on 9 April, 1885. 

His Honor rendered judgment as follows: “That the plaintiff, W. H. 

Hunt, administrator of Elizabeth Gay, recover judgment against 
(423) the defendants for the sum of $640, and that the same is a charge 
on the land described in the complaint to be paid out of the rents 
of said land, and that the plaintiff is also entitled to interest on an 
amount of said debt equal to the rental value of said land from the 9th 


228 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 


' Hunt v. WHEELER. 


day of April, 1885, to the present, the interest being on each amount 
from the end of the year in which it accrued, but as there is no state- 
ment in the case agreed as to the amount of rental no judgment for 
interest is given. A receiver, A. J. Field, is hereby appointed to take 
charge of the land. He is directed to rent the same annually for cash 
at public notice, and the same is directed to be applied to the payment 
of this judgment at the end of each year until discharged, with the cost 
of this action. 
From this judgment both parties appealed. 


A.J. Field for plaintcff. 
Edwards & Royster for defendants. 


Montcomery, J. This case is presented upon agreed state of facts. 
From the judgment which was rendered in the court below both parties 
appealed. We will treat both appeals together. 

The value of the tract of land devised by the testator Moses Wheeler 
to his grandson, William T. Wheeler, in remainder after the death of 
the widow of the testator, was ascertained, according to the manner pre- 
scribed by the will, to be $1,380. One-half of this amount was, under the 
will, to be-paid to the daughter of the testator, Elizabeth Meadows, a 
married woman. The defendants contend that the land itself is not 
charged with the amount in favor of the daughter, and the plaintiff 
insists that it is. The solution of the question depends upon the true 
construction of the following clause of the will: | 

“Ttem First. I lend to my wife Elvira, during her natural life, (424) 
the tract of land lying near and adjoining the lands of my 
son Dudley, and at her death I give the said tract of land to my 
grandson William T. Wheeler, son of my said son Dudley, with this 
understanding, that at the death of my said wife the said tract of land 
is to be valued by three freeholders to be chosen by my executors; and 
my said grandson is to pay to my daughter Elizabeth Meadows one-half 
of said valuation, said one-half may be paid by and from the rent of the 
same, or from any other source, except by the sale of the same, as I do 
not wish it sold for division, being too small a tract for division between 
them, and my desire being to secure said tract of land to my said 
grandson.” | 

We are of the opinion that the one-half value of the land (to wit, 
$690), the daughter’s share under the will, is a charge upon the land. 
Carter v. Worrell, 96 N. C., 358; Aston v. Galloway, 38 N. C., 126; 
Rice v. Rice, 115 N. C., 48. The daughter, after having become a 
widow, married a second time, and died on 28 January, 1888, leaving 
her husband surviving her. The plaintiff qualified as her administrator 
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on 12 November, 1894, and on that day commenced this action against 
the defendants. The defendants insist that the statute of limitations 
(section 155 (1) of The Code) is applicable to the facts in the case and 
is a bar to the action. We are not of this opinion. Section 158 of The 
Code applies. The defendants insist again that the agreement made on 
2 January, 1888, between the daughter and the grandson of the testator 
relieved the land of the charge upon it (if it ever existed) and made the 
compromise obligation on the part of the grandson purely a personal one 
against him. This cannot be so, for the agreement especially and par- 
ticularly recites the contrary. The following is the agreement: 
“T, Thomas P. Meadows, attorney in fact for Robert L. Gay 
(425) and Elizabeth Gay (formerly Elizabeth Meadows) a daughter: of 
Moses Wheeler, deceased, having been appointed by them attorney 
in fact to represent their interest in the settlement of the estate of said 
Moses Wheeler, having agreed with W. T. Wheeler to accept of him the 
sum of four hundred dollars in full satisfaction of the amount due from 
him to said Elizabeth Gay as a charge upon the land devised to W. T. 
Wheeler, in and by the last will of Moses Wheeler, provided the same 
shall be paid in two months from this date; and whereas he has paid me 
fifty dollars of the said four hundred, now I do hereby authorize John 
W. Hays as my attorney to receive from W. T. Wheeler the balance of 
said sum, to wit, $350, provided the same shall be paid within two 
months from this date, and when so paid the said Hays is authorized to 
execute to W. T. Wheeler such release and acquittance as shall fully dis- 
charge him from all further liability on account of said charge upon 
said land.” 

The defendants can take no benefit from the agreement of compro- 
mise, for although it appears that the daughter died before the time 
when the money agreed upon in the compromise should be paid, and that 
there was no personal representative to receive it when it fell due, yet, 
after the plaintiff was appointed administrator, no part of the same was 
paid or offered to be paid—the defendants all the time setting up the 
plea of the statute of limitations to defeat all recovery, and also relying 
upon the debt being a personal one against the grandson and not a 
charge upon the land. The judgment of the court below is affirmed in so 
far as it declares that the amount due to the plaintiff’s intestate (the 
daughter of the testator) is a charge upon the land and to be paid by 
the rents from the same, and the appointment of a receiver to take 
charge of the land and rent it out. 

The plaintiff however ought to have had judgment for the sum of 

$690, half the value of the land, less fifty dollars which was paid 
(426) by the grandson on the 2d of January, 1888, with interest 
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from 9 April, 1885, until paid. The judgment is affirmed and modified 
as above. 


Affirmed and modified. 


Cited: Field v. Wheeler, 120 N. C., 269; Parker v. Cobb, 131 N. C., 
28; Ramsey v. Browder, 186 N. C., 253; Edwards v. Lemmonds, %b., 
3831; Brown v. Wilson, 174 N. C., 676. 


ELIZABETHTOWN SHOE COMPANY vy. JOHN K. HUGHES. 


Action Against Sheriff—Attachment—Compromise—Pleading—T rus- 
tee—Acceptance of Trust. 


1, In an action against a sheriff for his failure to turn over the proceeds of 
the sale of goods seized under: an attachment which the plaintiff caused 
to be issued and levied in a suit to set aside an assignment for fraud, the 
complaint alleged that a compromise was effected whereby the goods were 
to remain in the possession of the defendant (sheriff), subject to the levy, 
and were to be sold by the trustee of the debtors as agent for the defend- 
ant, and the proceeds to be applied on the plaintiff’s claim; that after 
paying over a part of the proceeds to plaintiff, defendant refused to apply 
other proceeds, and turned over to assignor firm goods of a value in excess 
of balance due plaintiff under the compromise: Held, on demurrer, that 
neither the assignors nor the assignee were necessary parties to the action 
since they were merely agents of the defendant sheriff. 


2. In such case, the fact that the attachment suit against the debtors was still 
pending was no defense to the defendant sheriff, since he was not a party 
thereto; nor was it necessary for the plaintiff to allege that the assignors 
were entitled to their personal property exemptions since that fact was a 
matter of defense. 


3. It is not necessary that a trustee shall sign an instrument conferring a trust 
upon him; if he takes possession of the property to which it relates, and 
acts under it, such conduct is equivalent to an acceptance signified by 
his signature. 


Action heard on demurrer to the complaint, before 7 oke, J., (427) 
at Fall Term, 1894, of Oranas. 
From a sademiént overruling the demurrer the defendant appealed. 


The facts appear in the opinion of Furches, J. 


Shepherd, Manning & Foushee, and C. D. Turner for plaintiffs. 
J. W. Graham and P. C. Graham for defendant. 
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Fvurcuss, J. This action comes before us upon complaint and demur- 
rer. It appears that certain parties doing business under the firm name 
of Ellen, Koplon & Bro., in the month of June, 1893, made a deed of 
assignment for the benefit of their creditors, in which they preferred 
Lena Ellen, wife of Isaac Ellen (one of the partners), to a large amount ; 
that some time thereafter plaintiffs commenced an action to set aside 
the deed of assignment for fraud, in which they had the goods named in 
said deed of assignment attached, and the members of the firm Ellen, 
Koplon & Bro. arrested; that defendant, being the Sheriff of Orange 
County, acted as the officer in making these arrests and in serving said 
attachments. 

Under this state of affairs the parties, by their attorneys, came to 
terms of compromise, in which it was agreed that the defendant should 
be discharged from custody, and that no sale should be made under said 
attachments, and that plaintiffs would accept 33% cents on the $1 in 
satisfaction of their debts, which, they say, thus reduced, amounted to 
$1,051.60. And in consideration of these concessions on the part of 
plaintiffs, it was agreed on the part of defendants (Ellen, Koplon & 
Bro.) that the lien of the attachment should continue, and that T. A. 
Faucett, the assignee named in the deed of assignment, should continue 

to sell said goods as the agent of the defendant, Hughes, account- 
(428) ing to Hughes for the goods sold, and the defendant was to apply 

the money thus raised to the payment of plaintiffs’ claims, as 
reduced by the terms of said compromise; that under this arrangement 
defendants (the firm of Ellen, Koplon & Bro.), Faucett and the defend- 
ant sold goods, and defendant paid plaintiffs $200, reducing their claim. 
to the sum of $851.60. Plaintiffs further allege that under this arrange- 
ment the goods belonging to the firm of Ellen, Koplon & Bro., to the 
amount of $3,158.03, went into the possession of the defendant, and, in 
addition to the goods above mentioned, on 1 January, 1894, the firm of 
Ellen, Koplon & Bro. moved goods they had in Rockingham to Hills- 
boro, to the amount of $1,500, and turned them over to the defendant 
Hughes to be sold by him and applied to the payment of plaintiffs’ 
claim, and that defendant accepted them for that purpose and put them 
in the store with the other goods. Plaintiffs further allege that, on 
27 January, 1894, all these goods were burned and destroyed, except 
$1,100 worth; and they further allege that, besides the $200 which the 
defendant paid to them under the terms of the compromise, he collected 
$700, which should be paid to them, but that he refuses to pay this to 
them or to sell the $1,100 worth of goods left from the fire, and pay 
their debt out of this; and, instead of doing so, he has turned them over 
to the members of the firm of Ellen, Koplon & Bro. Wherefore, they 
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To this complaint the defendant demurs, first, upon the ground that 
there is a defect in the parties—that the members of the firm of Ellen, 
Koplon & Bro. and T. A. Faucett should have been made parties; second, 
that the actions referred to in said agreement (Exhibit “B”) are still 
pending; third, that the complaint does not state facts sufficient to con- 
stitute a cause of action. | 

1. That it was not shown that it was the duty of defendant to (429) 
insure the goods. 

2. That complaint does not show that the members of the firm 
of Ellen, Koplon & Bro. were not entitled to the $1,100 as their exemp- 
tions. 

3. That defendant was not a party to the agreement (the compromise 
and assignment above mentioned). 

We do not think the demurrer can be sustained. We do not think the 
members of the firm of Ellen, Koplon & Bro., or Faucett, are necessary 
parties. The goods were not in their hands, except as the agents and 
employees of defendant. He was to control the matter, to receive the 
money, and to pay it to plaintiffs. Indeed, it seems from the complaint 
that the goods were in the possession of the defendant. And in con- 
sidering this appeal we are bound by the allegations of the complaint, 
whether they are in fact true or not, as the legal effect of the defend- 
ant’s demurrer is to admit them to be true. It cannot be sustained upon 
the second ground assigned. 

First, for the reason that defendant is not a party to the “actions 
referred to” in the complaint (Woody v. Jordan, 69 N. C., 189); second, 
that this defense could only be taken advantage of by a plea in abate- 
ment, and not by demurrer. Woody v. Jordan, supra. It cannot be 
sustained upon the third ground, as it seems clear to us that plaintiffs 
have set up a cause of action. They allege that the firm of Ellen, Kop- 
lon & Bro. owed them $1,051.60; that this firm put $4,500 worth of 
property in the hands of the defendant to pay them; that defendant 
accepted this property under this trust and paid them $200, reducing 
their debt to $851.60; and that, although there has been a loss by fire, 
about which there might be some question as to defendant’s liability, 
besides this, he has $700 in money collected and $1,100 worth of 
the goods saved from the fire. In other words, he has $1,800 or 
$2,000, out of which he should pay plaintiffs the $851.60 due (430) 
them. 

But it is said in the demurrer that plaintiffs do not allege that the 
members of the firm of Ellen, Koplon & Bro. are not entitled to this 
fund as their personal property exemption and plaintiffs are not entitled 
to recover on that account. We do not think it was necessary that plain- 
tiffs should allege this in their complaint, and whatever might be the 
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result if defendant had answered and set up this defense, is not now 
before us for our determination. But we do say that it 1s not such a de- 
fense as a trustee can make by way of demurrer against an action by his 
cestus que trust for withholding funds in his hands, as such trustee. It 
was not necessary that defendant should have signed the instrument of 
July, 1893, making him the trustee and placing the goods in his hands. 
His signature at most would have only amounted to an acceptenca of the 
trust. And this was afterwards signified by his accepting the trust and 
acting under it, as he did. 

We leave out of consideration the matter of insurance. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: S. c., 122 N. C., 297. 


DENNIS BURRELL v. JOHN K. HUGHES Et At. 


Action for Sa Plawntiff—J urtsdiction—Practice—De- 
murrer—A ppeal. 


1. A motion to dismiss an action for want of jurisdiction or because the com- 
plaint does not state a cause of action is not such a demurrer ore tenus 
as will permit an appeal from its refusal. 


2, A discrepancy between a summons and a complaint, in respect to the title 
of the action, is not a material defect, and an amendment is permissible. 


3. The person suing for a penalty is the proper party plaintiff and not the 
State, unless the statute so directs. 


4, A party suing for several penalties against the same defendant may unite 
several such causes of action in the same complaint, and if they exceed 
$200 in the aggregate the Superior Court will have jurisdiction. 


(431) Acrion to recover a penalty of one hundred dollars alleged to 
be due by reason of the failure of defendant sheriff to execute 
process in a criminal action, assigning four separate and distinct for- 
feitures by and because of said alleged failure (Code, sec. 1112), heard 
before Hoke, J., upon demurrer to complaint, at October Term, 1894, of 
ORANGE. 
It was adjudged that the demurrer be sustained and the action 
(486). dismissed, and the plaintiff appealed. 


O. D. Turner fom plaintff. 
J. W. Graham and P. C. Graham for defendant. 
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Farrctotru, C. J. The plaintiff instituted this action on defendant’s 
official bond for four penalties, in $100 each, for failing to serve process. 
The summons was issued in the name of the plaintiff “Dennis Burrell,” 
and the amended complaint declared in the name of the “State on rela- 
tion of Dennis Burrell,” the plaintiff. 

The defendant moved to dismiss the action and demurred because of 
the discrepancy in the summons and amended complaint and for want of 
jurisdiction in the Superior Court. 

A motion to dismiss for want of Jurisdiction or because the complaint 
does not state a cause of action is not such a demurrer ore tenus as will 
permit an appeal-from its refusal. Joyner v. Roberts, 112 N. C., 
ddA (437) 

The demurrer not only raises issues upon matters alleged in the 
complaint, but sets forth other matters which can only be presented by 
answer, and therefore cannot now be considered. The discrepancy in 
the summons and the amended complaint is not a material matter, and 
has been permitted. Jackson v. Maulisby, 78 N. C., 174; Warrenton v. 
Arrungton, 101 N. C., 109. The person suing for a penalty is the proper 
party plaintiff, and not the State, unless so expressed in the statute. 
Middleton v. RB. R., 95 N. C., 67; Sutton v. Phillips, post, 502. A party 
suing for penalties against the same defendant may unite several such 
causes of action in the same complaint, and if they exceed $200 the 
Superior Court will have jurisdiction. Maggett v. Roberts, 108 N. C., 
174. Our conclusion 1s that his Honor, in sustaining the demurrer, 
committed error. . 

Reversed. 


Cited: Sutton v. Phillips, 117 N. C., 281; Tillery v. Candler, 118 
N. C., 889; Goodwin v. Fertilizer Co., 119 N. C., 122; Sloan v. R. R., 
126 N. C.,,490; Carter v. R. R., ib., 444; 8. v. Maultsby, 139 N. C., 
585; Shelby v. R. R., 147 N. C., 5389; Chambers v. R. R., 172 N. C,, 
598; Williams v Bailey, 177 N. C., 40. 
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JOSIAH TURNER v. GUSTAV ROSENTHAL, 


Res Judicata—Estoppel—Different Cause of Action. 


Where, in an action by T. against Mrs. H. to recover certain bonds alleged to 
haye been frandulently transferred to her by a judgment debtor of T., it 
was adjudged that the judgment debtor was not the owner of the bonds, 
and T. afterwards brought suit against a receiver (who had been previ- 
ously appointed to collect the judgment debt) for negligence and failure 
to collect: Held, that, the receiver not being a party to the suit first men- 
tioned, the adjudication in that action does not bar the action by T. 
against the receiver. 


Action heard before Hoke, J., at Fall Term, 1894, of Oraner. 
It is an action for the recovery of damages against the defend- 
(438) ant on account of his alleged negligent and willful failure to 
collect as receiver, appointed in supplementary proceedings com- 
menced by G. W. Swepson and others against the plaintiff, a certain 
judgment which came into his hands as such receiver in favor of the 
plaintiff and against W. W. Holden. The plaintiff alleges in his com- 
plaint that the defendant could have made money on the judgment if he 
had used due diligence in the matter, and that the defendant combined 
and conspired with Swepson and Holden to prevent him from recovering 
anything on the judgment. The defendant in his answer admits the 
receivership and denies all the other allegations of the complaint. At a 
later term of the court the defendant by leave filed an amendment to his 
former answer, a part of which is as follows: 

1. That there has been pending and was tried and finally determined 
at February Term, 1894, of the Superior Court of Wake County in said 
State, a civil action wherein Josiah Turner was plaintiff and Mrs. L. V. 
Holden and C. A. Sherwood, administrator of W. W. Holden, were de- 
fendants, in which said action all the matters of fact, and issues as well 
of law as of fact, involved in this present action, were heard and deter- 
mined, and more especially was it determined “that there was a gift and 
transfer of $5,000 of United States bonds from W. W. Holden to L. V. 
Holden on 27 October, 1869, and of $25,000 of United States bonds on 
6 November, 1869, and that at the time of such transfer W. W. Holden 
did retain property fully sufficient and available to satisfy his then 
existing creditors, and that there are no claims which were then out- 
standing which are now valid and existent debts against said estate, and 
that the gift and transfer of said bonds was not made with the actual 

intent to hinder, delay and defraud the then creditors of W. W. 
(439) Holden, and that the gift and transfer of such bonds was not 
made with design and intent to delay, hinder and defraud the 
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plaintiff and any subsequent creditors of said W. W. Holden; and it was 
adjudged that the plaintiff take nothing by his action, aad that the 
- defendants go without day. 

2. That in said action the plaintiff relied upon the allegation that 
there had been a fraudulent gift and transfer of the United States bonds 
in 1869, and that the same were still liable to satisfy his judgment for 
$8,000 obtained against W. W. Holden in Chatham County and renewed 
in Wake County, and which he insists upon in this action and seeks to 
hold the defendant Rosenthal, as receiver, responsible, because he did not 
collect the said judgment of $8,000 out of the proceeds of the United 
States bonds to the amount of $30,000 alleged to have been fraudulently 
transferred in 1869 by W. W. Holden to L. V. Holden, the same being in 
fact the very matter he relies upon to support his present action; and 
all these matters in relation to the gift and transfer of said bonds were 
passed upon and determined. 

The defendant also set up a duly certified copy of the record of the 
case tried in Wake County, in his amended answer, and submitted “that 
the present plaintiff ought not to be admitted or received to urge his 
present action against the defendant, for the reason hereinbefore set 
forth, and the defendant verifies this his amended answer, and prays 
judgment whether the plaintiff ought to be admitted or denied, against 
the said record now plead in this action by leave of the court, to urge 
his said action against the defendant, and more especially that the 
defendant as receiver ought to have collected the $8,000 out of the 
United States bonds, or their proceeds found by the jury to have been 
lawfully transferred in 1869 by W. W. Holden to L. V. Holden, 
which is the negligence complained of; and this defendant de- (440) 
mands judgment that he go without day and recover his costs.” 

The plaintiff demurred to the defendant’s amended answer upon which 
the court rendered the following judgment: “Upon consideration it is — 
adjudged that the demurrer be sustained in so far as to decide that the 
matter set up in the amended answer does not constitute an estoppel or 
bar upon the plaintiff to further prosecute this action, but that the 
amended answer shall constitute and be considered a part of the plead- 
ings in the cause. Defendant takes an appeal from the judgment sus- 
taining the demurrer. Plaintiff then moved for judgment by default 
of inquiry on the pleadings, which was denied and plaintiff excepted. 


C.D. Turner and Frank Nash for plaintiff. 
J. W. Graham for defendant. 


Mowrcomerry, J. We find no error in the ruling of his Honor. The 
defendant | in this action was not a party to the suit in Wake County 
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between the plaintiff and Mrs. Holden and Sherwood, the administrator 
of Holden. And also, while it appears from the complaint and answer 
that the plaintiff in this action still alleges as a matter of liability 
against the defendant, his negligent and willful failure to subject the 
United States bonds mentioned in the suit in Wake County to the satis- 
faction of the plaintifi’s judgment against Holden, yet he does not con- 
fine himself to that allegation. When his complaint is examined from 
the most liberal view under the Code practice, it will appear most prob- 
ably that he alleges in substance that there was other property of the 
judgment debtor, besides the bonds, that could have been reached by the 
| defendant as receiver. Temple v. Williams, 91 N. C., 82; Wal- 
(441) Lams v. Clouse, ib., 322. It was in this light, no doubt, that his 
Honor viewed the pleadings and refused to allow the plea of 
estoppel set up by the defendant in his amended answer; for if it be 
admitted that the only material matter involved in the action in Wake 
Superior Court, and in the present one, was as to the title of the United 
States bonds mentioned in the amended answer, and whether or not the 
defendant should have subjected them to the satisfaction of the plain- 
tiff’s judgment, why, then, the plaintiff is estopped, because in an action 
wherein he was a party the title to the bonds was held to have been in 
Mrs. Holden and not in her deceased husband, the judgment debtor. 
McHlwee v. Blackwell, 101 N. C., last paragraph on-page 192. In this 
last mentioned case the Court suggest the best way to make the defense 
of another judgment, for the same cause of action available. There is 
no merit in the plaintiff’s exception. 
The judgment below is 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Scott v. Infe Asso., 187 N. C., 520. . 


(442) 


BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF DURHAM COUNTY v. BLACKWELL 
DURHAM TOBACCO COMPANY. 


Taxation—Capital Stock—Shares of Stock—Double Taxation. 


1. It is within the legislative power of taxation, in respect to corporations, to 
levy any two or more of the following taxes simultaneously: (1) on the 
franchise (including corporate dividends); (2) on the capital stock; 
(3) on the tangible property of the corporation, and (4) on the shares 
of the capital stock in the hands of the stockholders. The tax on the two 
subjects last named is imperative. 
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. “Capital stock” is a distinct subject of taxation from “shares of capital 
stock,” the former representing the entire property, business, goodwill, 
ete., of the corporation, and belongs to it, while the latter belong to the 
individual stockholders and are taxable ad valorem like other property. 


3. The imposition upon a corporation of a tax on its “capital stock,” in addi- 
tion to a requirement that it shall list for taxation and pay the taxes 
assessed on the shares of its stockholders, does not make ‘double taxa- 
tion.” 


4. It is competent for the Legislature to tax the whole of the capital stock of 
a corporation, although, to the extent of the value of its real and personal 
property (which must be taxed), it is double taxation, but under section 
39 of chapter 296, Acts 1893, providing for the taxation of the capital 
stock of corporations, such double taxation is avoided by taxing only the 
value of the capital steck in excess of the value of its real and personal 
property listed for taxation in this State. 


5. Where the value of the capital stock of a corporation was agreed to be 
equal to the aggregate value of its real and personal property in this and 
another State, the proper method of determining the “capital stock” re- 
quired to be listed under section 39, chapter 296, Acts 1893, is to deduct 
from such agreed value the value of the real and personal property listed 
for taxation in this State only, and not the value of that located in the 
foreign states. 


Controversy without action, heard before Hoke, J., at October Term, 
1894, of DurnHam. The case agreed was as follows: 

“Blackwell Durham Tobacco Company” is a corporation created, 
organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of 
North Carolina, having its location and principal place of business in 
the county of Durham, in the State of North Carolina. It has listed 
for taxation in said county of Durham for the year 1894 real and per- 
sonal property belonging to the company of the aggregate assessment 
valuation of $509,334. 

It has a branch office and place of business in Philadelphia, (443) 
Pa., and it lists for taxation there, personal property belonging 
to the company there and which is used in its business in said city, of 
the aggregate assessed valuation of $300,000. 

The aggregate capital stock of this company is $4,000, 000, divided 
into 160,000 shares of the par value of $25 each. 

The stock of this company has no market value and its aetial value is 
equal to the value of its aggregate real and personal property. 

This company claims that its capital stock of $4,000,000, having the 
actual value of $809,334, and its assessed valuation of its real and per- 
sonal property in Durham, North Carolina, and in said city of Phila- 
delphia, being as aforesaid $809,334, the assessed valuation of all its 
real and personal property, both in Durham County, N. C., and in 
Philadelphia, Pa., should be deducted from the actual value of i agere- 
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gate shares of capital stock and nothing ought to be assessed against its 
capital stock for taxation under section 39, chapter 296, Laws 1893. On 
the contrary it is contended by the Board of County Commissioners of 
Durham County, N. C., plaintiff, that the defendant is only entitled 
under section 39, chapter 296, Laws 1893, to deduct from the actual 
value of its capital stock the aforesaid amount of $509,334, and the 
remainder, to wit, $300,000, should be listed by the defendant for 
(444) taxation as capital stock under section 39, chapter 296, Laws 
1893. 
The following judgment was rendered : | 
This cause coming on to be decided on case agreed and the court being 
of the opinion that, under the Revenue Act, 1893, the capital stock of 
defendant corporation was not made or intended to be an item of taxa- 
tion unless same exceeded in value the corporate property assessed for 
taxation and on which taxes are paid, it is thereupon considered and 
adjudged by the court that on the facts stated in case agreed, the defend- 
ant company is not required to list or pay taxes on any amount as capital 
stock, and that they go without day and plaintiffs and sureties pay the 
cost to be taxed by the clerk. | 


J.S. Manning for plant. . 
W. A. Guthrie and Fuller, Winston & Fuller for defendant. 


CrarKk, J. Laws 1893, ch. 296, sec. 39, provides that all corporations 
therein named, “in addition to the other property required by this act 
to be listed” shall pay a tax on its capital stock. As the mode of ascer- 
taining the amount which shall be taxed as capital stock, sub-sections 
3, 4 and 5, provide that the market value, or if no market value, the 
actual value of the aggregate shares of the company shall be taken as a 
basis, and from that sum the amount of the assessed value of its real 
and personal property, listed for taxation, shall be deducted and the 
difference, if any, shall be taxed as capital stock. It is stated in the 
“ease agreed” that the actual value of the aggregate shares of stock of 
the defendant corporation is $809,334, and that the assessed value of its 

real and personal property is $509,334. Upon the plain, explicit 
(445) provision of the statute the defendant is liable to tax upon the 

difference ($300,000) as the taxable part of its capital stock. It 
is true the case agreed sets out that the defendant has $300,000 of per- 
sonal and real property which is not hsted for taxation in this State 
because located in Pennsylvania. But that has nothing to do with the 
taxation of the capital stock, the whole of which without any deduction 
the Legislature might in its discretion have taxed here in addition to the 
tax upon the real and personal property. It is a legislative concession 
to deduct from the capital stock the amount of real and personal prop- 
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erty which pays tax. It also appears that the total capital stock is 
$4,000,000. If, as the defendant contends, tax is to be paid on only 
$500,000, this would be to pay tax on barely one-eighth of the sum at 
which the property is capitalized. It would seem from the case that this 
capital stock is by agreement of counsel valued at $809,334, which is 
about one-fifth of the nominal capital, and is the exact value of the real 
and personal property, because the stock “has no market value.” If so, 
it ig a misconception of the statute applicable to the valuation of the 
capital stock under this act, and is important enough not to pass un- 
noticed. Shares may have no market value because too valuable to put 
on the market, or because the owners do not wish to part with it, or for 
many other reasons. While the value of the capital stock cannot be less 
than the value of the aggregate of the real and personal property held 
by the corporation unless the latter is in debt, the good will of the bust- 
ness or trademark and the rate of dividend will ordinarily make the 
capital stock more valuable than the mere aggregate of the real and per- 
sonal property owned by the company. In any corporation reasonably 
prosperous, the capital stock 1s worth much more than the bare real and 
personal property which is the value of the dead body, so to 
speak, of the corporation, should it cease to live and move. As (446) 
to corporations, by all authorities, it is in the power of the 
Legislature to lay the following taxes, two or more of them in its discre- 
tion, at the same time: 1. To tax the franchise (including in this the 
power to tax also the corporate dividends). 2. The capital stock. 3. 
The real and personal property of the corporation. This tax is impera- 
tive and not discretionary under the ad valorem feature of the Constitu- 
tion. 4. The shares of stock in the lands of the stockholder. This is 
also imperative and not discretionary. 

The power to levy these distinct taxes simultaneously is laid down 
in 1 Cook on Stock and Stockholders, sec. 561, and cases there cited; 
2 Redfield Railways (3 Ed.), p. 453, cited and approved by this Court 
(Smith, C. J.) in Belo v. Comrs., 82 N. C., 415; Worth v. R. R. 
(Ashe, J.),89 N. C., 301, 305; 1 Desty Tax, 348; 2 Thomp. Corp., 
2810; Jones v. Davis, 35 Ohio St., 474, 476; People v. Coleman, 126 
N. Y., 483, 487; 8S. v. Petway, 55 N. C., 396, 406. “Especially is it im- 
portant to distneuiel a tax on shares of ae from tax on the capital 
stock,” says 1 Cook, supra, section 563, citing Porter v. Rockford, 95 
Tl., 561, and numerous cases in note 2 to that section. In Belo v. 
Gomis, supra, on page 418, the same distinction is clearly laid down 
and additional authorities given by Smith, C. J. 

Originally the tax upon the shares of stock was collected of the indi- 
vidual shareholders at their several places of residence. Buie v. Comrs., 


79 N. C., 267. But under that method many shares failed to be listed 
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for taxation. Besides the shares of nonresident owners, except those of 
national banks, escaped taxation in this State under the ruling in 
RR. R. v. Comrs., 91 N. C., 454. To remedy this, the provision 
(447) was passed, which is section 14 of chapter 296, Laws 1893, and 
which requires the list of shares to be given in by the proper officer 
of the corporation which shall pay the same in behalf of the shareholders. 
This does not affect the liability of the shares to tax as the property of 
the shareholders, but is simply for the convenience of the State in collect- 
ing the tax. The effect is merely to change the situs of the shares for 
taxation from the residence of the owner to the locality where the chief 
office of the corporation is situated, as was held in Wiley v. Comrs., 111 
N. C., 397. It simply extends to the collection of taxes due by share- 
holders in other corporations the mode of collection already in force as 
to shareholders in national banks. U.S. Rev. St., sec. 5219. 

From this summary it will be seen that the State is within its taxing 
power in the provisions of chapter 296 of the Acts of 1893. It levies: 
1. A tax upon the rea] and personal property of corporations. 2. Upon 
the shares which are the personal property of the shareholders, but 
requires them to be listed and collected through the agency of the cor- 
poration. 3. It levies no tax upon franchises and dividends. 4. It does 
not tax the entire capital stock, but only the ‘excess of its total value 
above the value of the real and personal property which the corporation 
lists for taxation. 

The capital stock belongs to the corporation. The shares or certificates 
of stock are entirely a different matter. They belong to the shareholders 
individually, and under the Constitution must be taxed ad valorem like 
other “property belonging to the -holder, independently of the taxation 
upon the corporation, its franchises, etc.” Smith, C. J., in Belo v. 
Comrs., 82 N. C., on page 419, citing Cooley Const. Lim., 169, and Field 

on Corporations, 521, etc. He further says that the relation of 
(448) stockholders to the corporation “is very analogous to that of a 

creditor towards his debtor. The latter must bear the taxation 
imposed upon its property, and this may diminish its distributable 
profits, but the stockholder cannot, any more than the creditor, claim 
exemption on this account for his stock as distinct and separate property 
in his own hands.” Worth v. Comrs., 82 N. C., 420. 

To tax only the real and personal property of the corporation Would 
leave, as we have said, untaxed that large part of its capital stock which 
represents 1ts good will, its trademark, the profitableness of its business, 
all of which are property, as much protected by the law and as capable 
of being turned into money as the real and personal property which the 
corporation owns. To tax the whole of the capital stock, in addition te 
the tax upon the real and personal property, would be, to the extent of 
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the tax on the latter, double taxation, of the same kind as the tax on 
mortgaged property and a tax at the same time on the mortgagor’s notes 
in the hands of the mortgagee, but there is nothing in either case to 
restrict the legislative power to so decree. Here, however, there is no 
double tax, but simply a tax on so much of the real and personal prop- 
erty of the corporation as is located in this State and a tax on the value 
of its capital stock in excess of the amount of realty and personalty 
which is listed for taxation here, The tax on the shares is a separate 
matter, and is a tax on the shareholders on their property, whether they 
reside in or out of the State, collected through the medium of a quasi 
statutory garnishment on the corporation. “It has long been the com- 
mon, if not the only mode in many states, and indeed is the only mode 
to collect taxes on the shares of nonresident shareholders.” Bank v. 
Commonwealth, 9 Wall. 353, 361, approved in Delaware R. R. Tax, 18 
Wall., 206, 230; 2 Thomp. Corp., 2849. 

We conclude therefore that the defendant upon the case agreed (449) 
is liable to tax on the $300,000, which is the agreed value of its 
total capital stock in excess of the real and personal property 
which is listed for taxation; and this, irrespective of the fact that the 
defendant lists for them the shares of the individual shareholders under 
the provisions of section 14 of said chapter 296, Laws 1893. 

Reversed. 


— Cited: Comrs. v. Steamship Co., 128 N. C., 559; Lacy v. Packing Co., 
184 N. C., 571; 8S. v. Wheeler, 141 N. C., 775; Land Co. v. Smith, 151 
N. C., 72; Pullen v. Corp. Com., 152 N. C., 554; Brown v. Jackson, 179 
N. C., 368. | 


W.S. FORBES v. R. H. McGUIRE. 


Justice of the Peace—Jurisdiction—A ppeal—Practice. 


1. After a justice of the peace has transmitted an appeal from his judgment 
and all the papers to the Superior Court he has no power to grant a 
motion to set aside his judgment for want of jurisdiction. 


tS 


. Leave to plead at the trial term of the Superior Court on an appeal from 
a justice of the peace is discretionary with the trial judge. 


3. Where, in an appeal from a justice’s judgment, the defendant’s motion to 
quash the proceedings was denied and the trial judge adjudged that “the 
matter could be better determined upon the trial de novo upon the origi- 
nal appeal, when the evidence and facts should be before the court”: 
Held, that such adjudication was simply a continuance of the whole mat- 
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ter to the next term of the Superior Court, and did not give the defend- 
ant, who had not before pleaded, the right to plead to the jurisdiction. 


4. On the. hearing of defendant’s appeal from a justice’s judgment, the defend- 
ant not having entered any defense or made any plea in the justice’s 
court, and no error appearing on the record, it was not error to deny 
defendant’s motion to dismiss or to allow him to plead the want of juris- 
diction of the justice. 


Action heard before Shuford, J., at January Term, 1894, of Gran- 

VILLE, on defendant’s appeal from a judgment of a justice of the 

(450) peace, which was affirmed and defendant appealed. The facts 
appear in the opinion of Chief Justice Fatrctoth. 


Fuller, Winston & Fuller for plaintiff. 
J. W. Graham and J. B. Batchelor for defendant. 


Farrctotu, C. J. The plaintiff instituted this action before a justice 
of the peace for $195.33, due by account, and at the trial in December, 
1892, the defendant was present and admitted the debt. Judgment was 
entered and defendant appealed, and on 10 December, 1892, the justice 
transmitted the appeal and all the papers to the Superior Court. After- 
wards, on 25 April, 1893, upon‘ notice, defendant moved before the 
justice to set aside his judgment on the ground that he had no jurisdic- 
tion of the subject-matter, which was refused on the ground that he had 
no power to do so pending the appeal in the Superior Court, and de- 
fendant prayed an appeal. At July Term, 1893, a motion to dismiss 
and quash the proceedings was denied, and his Honor adjudged that 
“The matter could be better determined upon the trial de novo upon the 
original appeal when the evidence and facts should be before the court.” 
At January Term, 1894, the cause came on regularly to be heard upon 
defendant’s appeal, when defendant moved to dismiss for want of juris- 
diction in the justice of the peace, and for leave to plead defenses to the 
jurisdiction, which motions were refused, and plaintifi’s motion for 
judgment was allowed and the defendant appealed. | 


Leave to plead at the trial term was discretionary with his Honor and 
his decision is not reviewable here. Clark’s Code, 228. It was econ- 
ceded here that the defendant had no defense, unless the order of 

(451) Brown, J., at July Term, 1893, gave him the right to plead to 
the jurisdiction. We construe that order to be simply a continu- 

ance of the whole matter to the next regular term of the Superior Court. 
It was no adjudication upon the rights of either party. In April, 1893, 
it was not in the power of the justice to make any order in the matter 
for the reason that the action was then pending in the Superior Court. 


244 


N.C. ] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 


a re SE ES FO Ee Ply og oy ND me EEE cee em cage 


GLENN Uv. WINSTEAD. 

It is true that his docket contained the record of what he had previously 
done, but he could do no more, except to further certify at the instance 
of the appellant or in obedience to an order of the court, in order to 
perfect or make the record above speak the truth. He could not make a 
new record, | 

Then, as no plea was entered anywhere, and as we do not discover in 
the record any want of jurisdiction, we see no error below. 

Judgment affirmed. 


Cited: Howland v. Marshall, 127 N. C., 482; Cauley v. Dunn, 167 
N. C., 38. 


MARY A. GLENN er au. v. ©. 8S. WINSTEAD. 


Action to Recover Land—Internal Revenue—Illacit Distilling—For- 
ferture—M ortgagee. 


1, A sale of the premises on which a distillery is located under a decree of the 
Circuit Court of the United States, in a proceeding in rem for a forfeiture 
incurred under the provisions of section 8281, U. 8S. Revised Statutes, does 
not pass the title of a mortgagee without whose knowledge or connivance 
the illicit distillery was maintained. . 


2. The law does not impute to a mortgagee, without any proof whatever, a 
guilty participation in the fraud of a mortgagor and declare his interest 
in the mortgaged premises, upon which an illicit distillery has been main- 
tained, forfeited because the Collector of Internal Revenue may have 
failed to secure his assent, as a holder of a lien, to the use of the premises 
for the purposes of a distillery, as the collector is required by law to do 


3. The mere erection of a house on land and its use as a distillery is not, as 
a matter of law, notice to a mortgagee that a distillery is being main- 
tained thereon so as to render his interest liable to a forfeiture for vio- 
lation, by the distiller, of the revenue laws. 


Action to recover possession of a tract of land, tried before (452) 
Hoke, J., and a jury, at November Term, 1894, of Prrsow. 

The ordinary issues in ejectment except damages for use and occupa- 
tion were not passed upon in the action. Plaintiff claimed title and 
showed forth in evidence a deed to feme plaintiff from Green B. Raum, 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, conveying the land in controversy, 
dated 11 April, 1883, duly registered. Also an order of the Treasury 
Department, certified from proper office, for said commissioner to make 
said deed. Plaintiff also showed in evidence a proceeding and decree of 
forfeiture, properly certified from the United States Court, October 
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Term, 1881, condemning the land in controversy ‘as forfeited.to the 
United States. | 
(455) There was verdict for the defendant. Plaintiff moved for 
new trial for errors on part of court: 
1. In not holding the decree and proceedings of forfeiture, a proceed- 
ing in rem and absolute conveyance of title to Government and plaintiff. 
9. Because court did not hold as a matter of law that if the building 
for a distillery was on the property at time of mortgage, the mortgagee 
was affected with notice of the existence and the purpose contemplated. 
Motion for new trial overruled. Plaintiff excepted and appealed from 
the judgment on verdict for defendant. 


Shepherd & Busbee and Merritt & Bryant for plaintiffs. 
J. W. Graham, W. W. Kitchin and A. L. Brooks for defendant. 


Avery, J. Whether a distiller incurs liability to forfeiture by failure 
to pay taxes to the Government, by carrying on the business without bond 
or with intent to defraud the Government, or by conducting a licensed 
business contrary to law or to the regulations prescribed by the Govern- 
ment, it seems to be settled that in none of these instances does the sale 

of the premises, on which the distillery is located, under a decree 
(456) of a Cireuit Court of the United States in a proceeding in rem, 

pass the title of a mortgagee under a mortgage previously made, 
who has not permitted or connived at the illicit distillery. U. 8. v. 
Stowell, 183 U.8., 1; Mansfield v. Excelsior Co., 185 U. S., 326. As a 
rule only the mortgagor’s equity of redemption passes by such a sale 
under a Judgment in rem, or by virtue of any decree rendered in a pro- 
ceeding in which there were no parties other than the mortgagor. Mans- 
field v. Excelsior Co., supra. But the court instructed the jury in effect 
that the purchaser under the decree of the Circuit Court acquired the 
interest of the mortgagor and of all other claimants “who had knowingly 
permitted a distillery to be operated when they had the right to control 
the matter,” and it seems to us that the instruction given is in strict 
accord with the rule laid down in U.S. v. Stowell, supra, pp. 14 and 15. 
After referring to the statutes, Justice Gray, delivering the opinion of 
the Court, said: “Congress has thus clearly manifested its intention that 
the forfeiture of land and buildings shall not reach beyond the right, title 
and interest of the distiller or of such other persons as have consented to 
the carrying on of the business of a distiller upon the premises. The 
intention of Congress, that no interest in land and business shall be for- 
feited which does not belong to some one who has participated in or 
consented to the carrying on of the business of distilling therein, is fur- 
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ther manifested in the provision of section 3262 of the Revised Statutes, 
which directs that no bond of a distiller shall be approved unless he is 
the owner in fee unincumbered by any mortgage, judgment or other lien 
of the lot of land on which the distillery is located, or unless he files with 
the collector, in connection with his notice, the written consent of the 
owner of the fee or any mortgage or judgment creditor or other person 
having a lien thereon, duly acknowledged, that the premises may 

be used for the purpose of distilling spirits subject to the pro- (457 ) 
visions, and expressly stipulating that the lien of.the United 
States for taxes and penalties shall have priority of such mortgage, 
judgment or other'incumbranee, and that in case of the forfeiture of the 
distillery premises or any part thereof, the title of the same shall vest 
in the United States, discharged from cach mortgage, ea or other 
incumbrance.” 

The section clearly indicates that the interest of an innocent mort- 
gagee or other person having a len on the lot or tract of land on which 
the distillery is situated, would not otherwise be included in a forfeiture 
for acts of the owner only. 


The Court in the same cpinion subsequently construe section 3258 
(making it a criminal offense to have “in possession any still, ete., set 
up”) and section 3205 (in reference to sales of land for taxes) in con- 
nection with section 3281, to mean that the sale in either case passes to 
the purchaser only the right, title and interest of the offender. The law 
does not impute to a mortgagee, without any proof whatever, a guilty 
participation in the fraud of a mortgagor and declare his interest for- 
feited because the collector may have failed to secure the assent of all 
holders of liens, as he is required by law to do, before permitting the dis- 
tiller to begin operations on the land. Where this precautionary re- 
quirement of the statute has not for any reason been complied with, and 
where at the same time there has been a connivance at or a less formal 
assent to the operations of the distiller on the part of the holder of the 
lien, it would seem to have been the purpose of Congress that the rights 
of the Government should be protected by the proceeding in equity, pro- 
vided for in section 3208 of the Revised Statutes, whereby all persons, 
other than distillers, whose interests have been subjected by their 
conduct to forfeiture, might be concluded by the decree of con- (458) 
demnation. Whatever may be the rule where proceedings in rem | 
are instituted against a vessel, the. proceeding applicable to seizures of 
land for violation of the Internal Revenue laws is embodied in the 
statutes, and the Supreme Court of the United States have declared the 
intent of Congress to have been as we have already stated. The ques- 
{ion presented is one of construction only, and we have been anticipated, 
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in passing upon it, by the Court that is the final arbiter in all contro- 
versies as to the meaning of the acts of Congress. 


If the authorities cited did not warrant us in holding that there was 
no error in the instructions given or the rulings made by the court below 
(as to the effect of the judgment in rem) of which plaintiff can justly 
complain, we might add that, upon reasoning which by analogy supports 
that view of the law, it has been repeatedly held that sales of land, under 
the acts providing for the confiscation of property for participation in 
the Rebellion, passed only the right, title and interest of the offender for 
his life and not that acquired by any person under a mortgage executed 
“previously to his offense.” U.S. v. Dunnington, 146 U.S., 346; Shields 
v. Sciff, 124 U. S., 851; Avegno v. Scharnedt, 118 U. 8., 298. Conced- 
ing that the second assignment of error was taken in apt time, we can- 
not conceive how it can affect this controversy. According to the testi- 
mony offered for the plaintiff, the building for the distillery “was com- 
menced on the stillhouse lot in the fall of 1878 and the spring of 1879.” 
The defendant offered testimony tending to show that it was completed 
in the summer of 1879 and no distilling was done until late in the sum- 
mer of 1879. While it was declared in U. 8S. v. Stowell, supra, that the 
government was not embarrassed by any rule requiring revenue laws 

imposing forfeitures to be construed like other penal statutes, it 
(459) was not intended to go to the other extreme and construe them, 

in the face of the express provisions referred to in that case, to 
mean that the mere erection of a house upon a tract of land or its use 
for the purpose of distilling should be constructive notice to the owner 
or to any subsequent purchaser of the superior right of the United 
States to insist upon its forfeiture and condemnation by a proceeding 
am rem, without actual notice to the owner. There is no principle upon 
which we would be prepared to admit that the connivance or guilty par- 
ticipation of an owner or mortgagee in a fraud upon the government, 
should be inferred from any testimony that constituted sufficient notice 
to a subsequent purchaser of an equitable claim. But the Supreme 
Court of the United States, in the case last cited, manifestly meant to 
construe the statutes as bringing under the same condemnation as the 
distiller only those holders of liens who have actual notice of the com- 
mission of the offense, and refrain from suppressing the illicit conduct, 
when they have the power to do so. 

For the reasons given we hold that the judgment of the court below 
must be | 


Affirmed. 


Cited: S. v. Jones, 175 N. C., 712. 
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WRIGHT v, HARRIS. 
(460) 
THOMAS D. WRIGHT v. JESSE HARRIS. 


Hyjectment—ZJ ustice of the Peace—Jurisdiction. 


Where, under a will devising all of testator’s land to his wife, remainder to 
his nephew (the plaintiff) in fee, except 50 acres in some suitable place 
and on certain conditions to defendant, and defendant, who was a tenant 
of the wife, during her life, of 50 acres on which testator had settled him, 
claims title thereto as being in a suitable place and on conditions per- 
formed, an action by plaintiff for possession involves the title to land and 
is not within the jurisdiction of a justice of the peace. 


Action heard before Hoke, J., at November Term, 1894, of Prrson, 
on appeal from a judgment of a justice of the peace. 

Jt was admitted in open court by the parties that J. H. Harris died 
in the county of Person leaving a last will and testament which con- 
tained the following provisions: 

“I give and bequeath to my beloved wife, Elizabeth H. Harris, all my 
estate, both real and personal, during her natural life, and request my 
nephew, Thomas D. Wright, to remain with and manage for my wife 
until her death; then I further will that all of the property that is in 
her possession, coming from and through me, to go to Thos. D. Wright 
and his heirs. 7 

“However, I request that Jesse and Henry Harris, former slaves of 
mine, remain with my wife and nephew until the death of my wife, and 
if they shall remain with them during that time, that they (Jesse and 
Henry) shall have, at some suitable place, fifty acres of land each.” © | 

It was also admitted that testator was seized and possessed, at the 
time of his death, of a tract of land containing about 1200 acres; that 
after his death the defendant rented by the year and cultivated parts of 
said tract, and paid annually his rent to Mrs. Elizabeth Harris, the 
widow of Jas. H. Harris; that since her death he has paid no 
rents to the plaintiff, but has declined and refused to do so, (461) 
claiming title to the said 50 acres; that the year of renting ex- 
pired about 15 October of each year; that Elizabeth Harris died 22 
December, 1892; that defendant remained on said land after the death 
of Jas. H. Harris, and was faithful to his widow. 

Upon the foregoing admitted facts and the chain of title set up by 
the defendant, his Honor rendered judgment as follows: 

“Tt is now adjudged, on motion of W. W. Kitchin, attorney for the 
defendant, that in this action the title to land is in controversy, and that 
the judgment of the justice of the peace be affirmed and the action dis- 
missed at the cost of the plaintiff, to be taxed by the clerk of this court.” 
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Shepherd, Manning & Foushee for plaintiff. 
W. W. Kitchin for defendant. 


Crark, J. The defense pleaded was not a mere claim or bare asser- 
tion that the title to real estate was in issue. But upon its face the 
clause of the will set out as the foundation of the defendant’s plea, 
showed a bona fide controversy which involved the title to real estate. 
Parker v. Allen, 84 N. C., 466; Code, sec. 886. The defendant had not 
entered into possession ana aid. not hold under the plaintiff, hence there 
was no estoppel. On the death of the life tenant, the tenancy under her 
ceased, if his right then accrued, and the defendant claimed adversely 
to the plaintiff as owner of an unallotted 50 acres in the tract, and to 
that extent, as tenant in common with the plaintiff, while the plaintiff 
claimed that sole seizin of the whole tract had developed on him at th» 
death of the life tenant, and denied the defendant’s claim to the 50 

acres. His Honor properly affirmed the ruling of the justice of 
(462) the peace that the justice did not have jurisdiction to decide such 
controversy, and dismissed the action. Code, sec. 887. 
Affirmed. 


THOMAS D. WRIGHT v. JESSE HARRIS. 
Will—Devise—Tenancy in Common. 


A testator in his life settled H., an old family servant and former slave, upon 
50 acres of land, and by his will devised all bis land (including the 50 
acres) to his widow for life with remainder to his nephew, with a pro- 
vision that if H. should remain with his wife and nephew until the death 
of the former he should have, at some suitable place, 50 acres of land. 
H. remained on the place where testator had settled him and served the 
widow until her death: Held, (1) that H. is a tenant in common with the 
nephew, who ought to have recognized H’s right, under the will, to 50 — 
acres, and to have had the same allotted to him in some proper manner; 
(2) that H. is entitled to remain in possession of the 50 acres and to 
receive the rents and profits thereof until 50 acres out of the land devised 
shall be allotted to him by proper proceedings. 


Action to recover land, heard before Hoke, J., at November Term, 
1894, of Purson, on pleadings and facts admitted, a jury trial being 
waived: The facts appear in the judgment of Te Honor and in the 
opinion of Associate Justice Montgomery. 

Upon the facts and pleadings the plaintiff requested his Honor to 
hold that in the will of Jas. H. Harris no title, interest or estate was 


vested in the defendant, Jesse Harris; that the attempted devise to the 
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defendant was void for uncertainty in the property described; that the 
devise to Jesse Harris, the defendant, was not imperative or legatory, 
because the testator had in his will theretofore devised the re- 
mainder in fee of all his estate, real and personal, to the plaintiff, (463) 
and the said devise to Jesse Harris, the defendant, created no 

trust and did not create plaintiff and defendant tenants in common; that 
the plaintiff was not estopped by the action set up by the defendant; 
that plaintiff was entitled to recover the land described in the complaint 
and to recover the sum of $76.67 rent from December 22, 1892, to 
November 22, 1894, at $40 per year. His Honor declined to so instruct 
and plaintiff excepted. His Honor rendered the following judgment: 


This cause coming on to be heard at the Fall Term of Person, 1894, 
before Hoke, J., and a jury, and a jury trial being waived and the facts 
agreed upon in open court; that plaintiff and defendant claim their 
interest in the land under the will of Jas. H. Harris, deceased; that the 
defendant remained upon the land, and with Elizabeth Harris, widow 
of testator under the will, until the death of said widow, and occupied 
at the time of widow’s death 50 acres of said land, which had been indi- 
cated to him as a suitable place by said testator during his life; that 
plaintiff and defendant were unable to agree upon which 50 acres should 
be allotted to defendant under said will, and plaintiff claimed that the 
devise, under said will of Jas. H. Harris, was too indefinite to pass an 
interest against defendant; and no evidence being offered that plaintiff 
had offered defendant any portion of said land, at any point in said 
land, the court does find, consider and adjudge, that the possession and 
occupation of defendant, in the boundary of said testator’s land, is not 
wrongful. 

And that the defendant, Jesse Harris, is entitled to fifty acres of land 
to be allotted to him by metes and bounds out of the tract of land of 
which the late Jas. H. Harris died seized and possessed, the said 
fifty acres to be allotted to said defendant in some suitable place, (464) 
under the last will and testament of said Jas. H. Harris, deceased. 

Tt is further ordered that W. E. Webb, John H. Burch and James 
Buchanan be, and they are hereby appointed, commissioners to allot and 
lay off by metes and bounds, in some suitable place, the said fifty acres 
of land to the said Jesse Harris, and report their proceedings to the next 
term of this court; and the a commissioners are empowered to call to 
their aid a competent surveyor, if they shall deem the same necessary. 

And it is further ordered and adjudged that the saia ‘esse Harris shall 
remain in the possession of the land now occupied by him and descrihed 
in the complaint, until the report of said commissioners hereinbefore 
directed to be made, is confirmed by the court; and when the same is 
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confirmed, the defendant, Jesse Harris, is directed to oceupy and possess 
the land so allotted him, and it is adjudged that this cause be retained 
for further orders. | 

From this judgment the plaintiff appealed. 


Shepherd, Manning & Foushee for plainteff. 
W. W. Kitchin for defendant. 


Monrcomery, J. The defendant, Jesse Harris, was a former slave 
of the testator, and the latter, in his will and testament, bore witness to 
the old servant’s character and devotion, in requesting him to remain 
with his (testator’s) widow until after her death. There are services 
and kindnesses which these old family servants can and do render to 
their former owners which none other can, or will render, and the testa- 
tor understood this as no one else can who never occupied such a rela- 

tion. The widow survived her husband some years, and when the 

(465) end came to her on 23 December, 1894, this old family servant, 
the defendant, was present, faithful to the end; in fact, from the 
record, it seems that he had never left the old plantation. The testator 
appears to have been a just man, appreciative of the defendant’s services, 
and in his lifetime had settled him on 50 acres of his land, and in his 
will made provision for him in compensation for past services and for 
those to be rendered by him in future to his widow. He devised his 
tract of land of 1,200 acres to his widow, for her life, with remainder to 
his nephew, the plaintiff, but charged it with an interest in favor of the 
defendant in the following language: “However, I request that Jesse 
Harris and Henry Harris, former slaves of mine, remain with my wife 
and nephew until the death of my wife, and if they shall remain with 
them during that time, that they, Jesse and Henry, shall have, at some 
suitable place, 50 acres of land each.” The defendant remained with the 
widow till her death and was faithful to her, and therefore upon her 
death, under the will, he became entitled to 50 acres of the 1,200-acre 
tract of the testator (which was the only land he owned). He is a 
tenant in common with the plaintiff of the tract of land as to the 50 
acres devised to him in the will, and is entitled to partition. Harvey v. 
Harvey, 72 N. C., 570; Grubb v. Foust, 99 N. C., 286. The plaintiff 
ought to have recognized the right of the defendant, under the will, to 
50 acres of land in the tract of 1,200, and to have had the same alloted 
to him in some proper manner. Not having done so, he will not be 
allowed to eject the defendant from that particular 50 acres of land 
which he occupies, and which was indicated by the testator during his 
lifetime as a suitable home for the defendant, and the defendant will be 
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allowed to remain in the possession of it, until, in the manner prescribed 
by the judgment of the court below, 50 acres of the 1,200-acre 
tract shal be alloted by commissioners to him. Redfield Wills, (466) 
390. The defendant is entitled to such of the crops or proceeds 
of sale of same as are now in the hands of the receiver, and which were 
grown on the 50 acres which the defendant has heretofore cultivated. 
His Honor committed no error in refusing the instructions asked by 
the plaintiff, and the judgment of the court below is 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Harris v. Wright, 118 N. C., 423; Caudle v. Caudle, 159 
N. C., 55. 


A. D, WEBSTER v. J. P. SHARPE. 
Action for Slander—Statute of Lnmitations—Issue of Summons. 


1. A summons is issued when it passes from the hands of the clerk for the 
purpose of being delivered to the sheriff for service; it is not issued when 
filled up and signed and held for a prosecution bond to be given. 


2. Words spoken to a person or in his presence which, from the rest of the 
conversation as a whole, amount to a charge of a crime to the apprehen- 
sion of the person hearing them, are slanderous and defamatory although 
they do not, in terms, charge the crime. 


Action for slander, tried before Hoke, J., and a jury, at July Term, 
1894, of ALAMANCE. 

The court charged the jury that the action was commenced by 
issuing the summons and the summons was issued whenever it (469) 
was put out from the clerk’s office by direction and under sanc- 
tion and authority of the clerk and handed to the officer for the purpose 
of being served; that if it was sent out and handed to some one else to 
give to the afheet for the purpose of being served this would be an issu- 
ing of the summons, but it must leave the office for this purpose 
by the direction or under the sanction or authority of the clerk. (470) 
Plaintiff excepted. 

That the burden of this issue was on the plaintiff to show by the 
greater weight of evidence that the action was commenced within six 
months from the last utterance of defamatory words. That if the plain- 
tiff failed in this, or the minds of the jury were left in doubt about the 
matter so that they were unable to determine it from the evidence, 
verdict should be for the defendant. Plaintiff excepted. 
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On first issue court charged the jury that if the words used to Trog- 
den intentionally charged plaintiff with robbing store or the words used 
to him or in his presence by reasonable intendment and from the rest 
of his conversation amounted to such charge to the apprehension of 
Trogden or of any one who heard them, they would be slanderous and 
defamatory even though they did not make charge in express terms. 
Plaintiff excepted. There was no exception to any other portion of the 
charge on statute of limitations, nor to any other portion of the charge 
except as before noted. There was verdict and judgment for defendant. 


E. S. Parker for defendant. 
No counsel contra. 


Furcuss, J. This is an action of slander in which plaintiff alleges 
that defendant falsely charged him with breaking into defendant’s store 
and taking his goods. Defendant answered denying the allegations in 
plaintifi’s complaint, and pleaded the statute of limitations. On the 
trial three issues were submitted to the jury—one as to whether defend- 
ant uttered the slanderous words as alleged, another as to the statute of 
limitations, and the third as to the amount of damages. 

All the evidence tended to show that defendant’s store was broken into 

on the night of 31 December, 1892, and the summons bears date 
(471) 30 May, 1893. But it was contended by defendant that in fact 
it was not issued until 10 July, 1893. 

If the summons was issued at the time it bears date, it was in time. 
But if it was not issued until 10 July, it was not in time, and the statute 
of limitations was a bar. 

The presumption is that it issued at the time it bears date, and the 
burden is on defendant to show that it did not. To do this defendant 
introduced the clerk and the sheriff, and their testimony tended to show 
that the summons did not issue at the time it bears date, and that as a 
matter of fact it was not issued until 10 July, 1898. 

An action is commenced by issuing a summons. Code, sec. 199. And 
an action is commenced when a summons is issued against a defendant. 
Code, sec. 161. This involves the question as to what is meant by the 
word “issue,” and we are of the opinion that it means going out of the 
hands of the clerk, expressed or implied, to be delivered to the sheriff 
for service. If the clerk delivers it to the sheriff to be served, it is then 
issued; or if the clerk delivers it to the plaintiff, or some one else, to be 
delivered by him to the sheriff, this is an issue of the summons; or, as 
is often the case, if the summons is filled out by the attorney of plainti®, 
and put in the hands of the sheriff. This is done by the implied consent 
of the clerk, and in our opinion constitutes an issuance from the time it is 
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placed in the hands of the sheriff for service. But a summons simply 
filled up and lying in the office of an attorney would not constitute an 
issuing of the summons, as provided for in The Code. Nor would the 
fact that a summons was filled up and held by the clerk for a prosecu- 
tion bond (as the evidence in this case tends to show was the fact) con- 
stitute the, issuing of a summons, until the bond is given, or at 

least until it goes out by the consent of the clerk for the purpose (472) 
of being served on the defendant. This being so, we see no error 

in the judge’s charge on the question as to when the summons issued 
and the statute of limitations. 

The jury finds the first issue for the defendant—that he did not utter 
the defamatory words as alleged by plaintiff. And plaintiff excepts to 
the judge’s charge on this issue. But no error is pointed out in the 
exception, and we see none. 

Judgment affirmed. 


Cited: Currie v. Hawkins, 118 N. C., 600; Houston v. Thornton, 122 
N. C., 875; McClure v. Fellows, 181 N. C., 511; Smith v. Lumber Co., 
142 N. C., 31; Grocery Co. v. Bag Co., tb., 181; Emry v. Chappell, 148 
N. C., 380; McKeitthen v. Blue, 149 N. C., 98; McCall v. Sustair, 157 
N. C., 183; Carson v. Woodrow, 160 N. C., 146; Cotten v. Fisher’s ge 
i77 N. Os 60. 


T. E. BALSLEY, Executor or J. B. BALSLEY, v. W. G. BALSLEY et at. 


Will, Suit for Construction of—J wrisdiction—Further Relief 
Granted——Indebtedness of Devisee. 


1. Where an executor seeks the advice of the court and a construction of the 
will, only such questions will be determined as it is necessary to settle 
in order to protect the fiduciary in the discharge of his present duty. 


2. The courts will not assume jurisdiction except where there is a present 
existing question of right to be acted upon, capable of being made the 
subject-matter of a decree, nor will they advise as to the past conduct of 
an executor nor as to the future and contingent rights of legatees. 


3. A trustee seeking advice as to the disposition of property or the distribution 
of a fund must, as a rule, have it in his possession so that the order of 
the court may be carried out. 


4. The courts have jurisdiction of a suit by an executor for the construction 
of a will when he has perscnal assets in his hands ready for distribution, 
and where the will, while providing for an equal distribution, does not 
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show whether the debts due to the estate are to be released or treated as 
advancements and added to the estate before distribution. 


5. Where a court has properly taken jurisdiction of a suit to construe a will, 
it may order a valuation of the real estate if necessary in order to afford 
complete relief, though the relief thus granted is ordinarily granted in a 
special proceeding. 

6. Where a will provides for the equal distribution of the testator’s. estate 
and one of the devisees is indebted to the testator it is proper to add the 
amount of such indebtedness to the value of the personal and real estate 
and after ascertaining the share of each, to deduct from the share of the 
one so indebted the amount of his indebtedness. 


(473) Aotron tried before Hoke, J., at December Term, 1894, of 

GuitrorpD, brought by T. E. Balsley, executor of J. B. Balsley, 
for the purpose of obtaining a construction of the last will and testa- 
ment of said J. B. Balsley, and for sale of the real estate of said testator, — 
and a distribution of the proceeds thereof and of the personal estate of 
the testator. 


(476) Dillard & King and Shepherd & Busbee for plawtvff. 
MacRae & Day for defendants. 


Avery, J. The frequent filing of bills under the old, and institutions 
of actions in the nature of bills in equity under the new practice, by 
executors and trustees against those entitled to the beneficial interests, 
for the purpose of obtaining a construction of wills, have led to the 
thorough crystalization of the leading principles governing causes 
of this kind. | 


1. Only such questions will be determined by the court as it is neces- 
sary to settle in order to protect the fiduciary in the discharge of his 
present duty. Tyson v. Tyson, 100 N. C., 360; Tayloe v. Bond, 45 
N. C., 5. 

2. The courts will not assume jurisdiction, except where there is a 
present existing question of right to be acted upon, the determination 
of which can now be made the subject matter of a decree. They will not 
advise as to the past conduct of an executor, nor as to the future and 
contingent rights of legatees. T'ayloe v. Bond, supra; Inttle v. Thorne, 
93.N.0.,69. 
3. The trustee who seeks advice as to the disposition of prop- 
(477) erty or the distribution of a fund, must as a rule have it in 
his possession, so that the order of the court may be carried out. 
Perkins v. Caldwell, 77 N. C., 488. 
. While the advisory jurisdiction of the courts cannot be invoked to 
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elicit an opinion on an abstract question, yet where the court has prop- 
erly taken cognizance of a case for the settlement of another controverted 
point, for the proper determination of which it incidentally becomes 
necessary to place a construction on a will, the courts acting upon a 
familiar rule of equity practice make an exception to the general rule. 
Little v. Thorne, supra. The executor had in hand the sum of $5,727.47 
arising from the sale of the personal property after paying the debts of 
the testator and the cost of administration. The leading purpose of the 
testator to make an equal division of all of his estate, real and personal, 
except a specific legacy of $500, left in trust for his granddaughter, 
Mary B. Atkinson, is clearly expressed in the will and must be carried 
out if it is in the power of the court to do so. Lassiter v. Wood, 63 
N. C., 360; King v. Lynch, 74 N. C., 364; Alexander v. Summey, 66 
N.C., 577. There was no intent expressed to treat as advancements the 
indebtedness of his children nor on the other hand to have any such debt 
left out of an account of advancements or released. 

The defendant Charles T. Balsley, one of the sons of the testator, was 
indebted to the estate in the aggregate sum of $2,885.87, with interest on 
various smaller sums, making up that aggregate from various dates. His 
creditors, who are defendants and who appealed from the judgment of 
the court, contended that the indebtedness of Charles ought not to be 
added, in order to arrive at the aggregate value of the real and personal 
property and make an equal division of the same; but that leaving his 
indebtedness out of the estimated value of the whole estate, 
Charles was entitled to receive one-fourth. The executor was (478) 
advised that the amount of this indebtedness should be added to | 
ascertain the value of the estate, and deducted from the one-fourth 
thereof in determining the amount, if anything, coming to Charles. 
When the executor sought to distribute the trust fund arising from the 
sale of the personalty and left after the payment of debts and expenses, 
he was confronted with some controverted questions, about which he had 
a right to ask the advice of the court for his own present protection. 

But if the indebtedness of Charles was to be charged against him as 
an advancement, the executor could not determine without some au- 
thoritative valuation of the entire real estate whether after deducting 
the debt from one-fourth of the aggregate sum ascertained by adding 
together the balance in hand arising from the sale of the personalty, the 
sums due from the heirs and distributees and the estimated value of the 
real estate, there would be any excess on hand due to Charles. Then, if 
there should be any excess, it would become necessary to know what por- 
tion, if any, should be exempt from his debts, and if treated as a home- 
stead, how the fund should be disposed of for the benefit of Charles 


and his creditors. 
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But the defendants assign as error the order that the land be sold for 
the purpose of making an equal distribution under the will. It is de- 
clared by the court in express terms however that 1t was made by “con- 
sent of parties” and it is manifest therefore that no exception can be 
taken to the sale at this late day. 

So the whole fund is now in hand, and it remains to determine what. 
interest Charles, or such of the defendants as are his creditors, have 
in its distribution. | 

We think that the motion to dismiss for want of jurisdiction was 
properly refused. The executor set forth facts sufficient to show that he 

had a right to ask the advice of the court as to the distribution 
(479) of the fund already in hand, and when it was made to appear 

that the advice could not be given without first ascertaining and 
determining the value of the real estate, the court having, in the 
exercise of its equitable jurisdiction, once taken rightful cognizance 
was empowered and required to afford complete relief, even though it in- 
cidentally involved the granting of a remedy ordinarily administered by 
the court in a special proceeding. We have seen that where the court 
takes cognizance for a different purpose, it will incidentally construe a 
will in order to afford the relief to which a party is entitled, so in the 
case at bar the court, finding it necessary to determine the value of the 
land, was authorized to have it ascertained in the way provided by law. 
We are relieved from the necessity of determining whether the heirs 
could have insisted on an actual partition of the land by commissioners 
instructed to ascertain the aggregate value of it, and if 1t should become 
apparent that the debt of Charles would amount to more than the value 
of a share, to divide it as near as might be practicable into three equal 
shares to the other heirs entitled under the will. The court by consent 
of all parties ordered in the progress of this litigation that the land be 
sold, and the fund, which stands in place of it, is now subject to the or- 
der of the court just as the residue of the proceeds of the sale of person- 
alty has been from the filing of the complaint. The voluntary consent of 
all parties interested, to the order of sale likewise dispenses with the 
necessity for considering or discusing the question whether the terms of 
the will are such as to give the executor, by implication, power to sell. It 
is immaterial, in view of the assent of the parties to the sale, whether in 
the face of objection the executor would have been deemed authorized, 

by implication, to sell in order to carry out the leading purpose 
(480) of the testator to make all of the four devisees equal, or whether, 

in the way indicated, some of the devisees might have demanded 


actual partition. 
If Charles Balsley’s indebtedness exceeds his share of the estate, it 
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would seem that the court provided for the disposition of the fund, in 

the manner pointed out as proper in Vanstory v. Thornton, 112 N. C., 

196, and the cases cited by the Justice who delivered that opinion. We 

think there was 
No error. 


Cited: Bowden v. Lynch, 173 N. C., 206; Perry v. Perry, 175 N. C., 
145, | 


LAURENCE 8. HOLT v SOUTHERN FINISHING AND WAREHOUSE 
COMPANY et al. 


Certiorarti—Practice—Premature A ppeal—Examination of Adverse 
Party before Trial—Corporation—Right of Stockholder to Inspect 
Books of Corporation. 


1. In an action by a stock holder of a Corporation to set aside as fraudulent 
an assignment of a contract by the corporation, the directors may, under 
sect. 580 et seuwg. of The Code be compelled to disclose information to en- 
able plaintiff to frame his complaint even though their evidence may 
result in pecuniary injury. 

2. In an action by a stock holder of a corporation to set aside as fraudulent 
an assignment by the corporation of a contract, the plaintiff is entitled 
under see. 580 et seg. of The Code to inspect the books of the corporation 
in order to obtain information upon which to frame his complaint. 

3. An appeal does not lie (being premature) from an order directing the 
examination of directors of a corporation under the provisions of 580 
et seq. of The Code, in an action by a stock holder against the corporation, 
or from a refusal to discharge such order 


Petition of the defendant for a writ of Certiorari, an appeal having 
been refused. 


Fuller, Winston & Fuller for plainttff. 
Dillard & King, L. M. Ccott and Shepherd & Busbee (487) 


for defendant. 


Monteomery, J. This is an application for a writ of certiorari as 
a substitute for an appeal, alleged to have been denied to the defendant 
by the Judge below. The record presents a most unusal condition of 
affairs. Five members constitute the board of directors of the defendant 
company, of which number the defendant Cone, his brother and his 
brother-in-law constitute a majority.. The plaintiff, one of the largest 
stockholders in the company, is denied the right to inspect the books 
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of the company, and that too after he has made known to the directors 
his belief that the books contain evidence of matters deeply prejudical 
to his interests, both as-a stockholder and as an individual, and which 
a majority of the directors have corruptly and secretly entered therein. 
Very cogent reasons must be shown this Court before it will conclude 
that such a right does not belong to the plaintiff. The plaintiff has com- 
menced a civil action in the Superior Court of Alamance against the 
defendant for the purpose of setting aside an alleged pretended transfer 
by the defendant corporation to Moses H. Cone of a cause in action, 
arising out of an alleged contract, and also an alleged contract executed 
9 September, 1892, by the plaintiff with the defendant company, for 
the reasons set out in the affidavit of the plaintiff of 13 April, 1895, as 
appears in the statement of facts in the case. To enable him to draw 
his complaint with greater certainty, the plaintiff desires to examine Neil 
Ellington, E. T. Garsed and J. W. Lindau, stockholders and 
(488) directors of the company, under Sections 580 and 581 of The 
Code. He has as much right to examine Ellington and Garsed 
and Lindau before the trial as at the trial, and they are subject to the 
same rules of examination as prevail in the examination of witnesses 
on the trial of actions before the Courts and they are compelled to an- 
swer all pertinent and material questions put ot them, except such 
as the Constitution and Laws relieve them from answering. We know of 
no such exemption except a man may not be compelled to give evidence 
against himself, which is found in Article I, Section II, of the con- 
stitution, which section, by judicial construction,has been extended 
to witnesses in civil actions. fertilizer Co. v. Taylor, 112 N. C., 141. 
It makes no difference whether the answer will result in pecuniary 
injury to the witness or not, they must answer the questions as they 
would be required to do before the Courts. 

In the case before us, the matters about which the ulaintiff wishes to 
exaamine the defendants appear to be most material to the plaintiff and 
are in no sense inquisitoial. The plaintiff appears deeply interested as 
a stockholder in the business of the company,.and he alleges that he is 
being injured by the acts of the company, because he is not allowed to 
inspcet the books; and he wishes to examine the defendants, who, he 
declares under oath, can furnish him with evidence necessary and 
material. | rs 

It seems idle under the facts of the case, as brought out by the plain- 
tiff’s affidavit, to talk about inquisitorial powers being given to the com- 
missioner by the Judge who made the order of examination. The affi- 
davits of the defendants offered on the hearing before Judge Green to 
vacate his order allowing an examination of the defendants, furnish 
nothing which goes to show any reason why they should be excused from 
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being examined. They simply deny the plaintifi’s right to have the ex- 
amination without furnishing any legal excuse for such a denial. 
The papers filed in the matter bring up, and there was argued (489) 
before us by counsel on both sides, a certain order made in a pro- 
ceeding concerning this matter by Judge Green, at Durham, on 1 April, 
1895, which is as follows: “This matter coming on to be heard and 
being heard in chambers, in Durham, on 1 April, 1895, the plain- 
tiff and defendant being represented by counsel, the defendant Cone 
not being represented, upon reading and considermg the affidavit 
of the plaintiff and the answer of defendant company, made 
through its president, Neil Ellington, and duly verified, and the 
affidavits of E. T. Garsed and J. W. Lindau, and a part of what 
purports to be a copy of an affidavit made by Moses H. Cone in 
an action pending in the State of New York between this plain- 
tiff and said Cone, which was offered by plaintiff as well as his own 
affidavit in reply, the court adjudges and declares that under section 
578 of The Code, the granting or refusal of plaintifi’s motion is a 
matter purely within the discretion of the court; and that it is un- 
necessary that the court should find any facts; and in the exercise of 
this discretion, the court adjudges that the defendant company permit 
the plaintiff, L. S. Holt, to inspect the books in its possession, or under 
its control, which contain entries of the acts and doings of the directors 
and stockholders of the defendant company at the annual meeting, 
or an adjourned meeting of said directors and stockholders in January, 
1895, and that plaintiff may inspect and copy such entries above 
described in such books as he deems material, or containing evidence 
relative to the merits of the action, at any time, during business hours 
within the next ten days, and said inspection and copy may be made by 
the plaintiff in person, or by his attorneys, Fuller, Winston & Fuller, 
or any one of them. Let the clerk issue a copy of this order 
to be served on the defendant company.” (490) 
The defendant treated this order and the application upon 
which it was made a bill of discovery in Equity. They deny- 
on affidavits, that the books sought to be inspected by the plaintiff 
contained any entry about the matters, of which the plaintiff wished 
to have knowledge. There was-no other reason given why the in- 
spection should not be had. Sections 580 and 581 of The Code are a 
substitute for the old bill of discovery, and only a substitute. In fact 
section 579 of The Code declares that “No action to obtain discovery 
under oath, in aid of the prosecution or defence of another action shall 
be allowed, nor shall any examination of a party be had on behalf of 
the adverse party, except in the manner prescribed by this chapter.” 
Upon the whole matters brought before us and argued on the motion 
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for the writ of certiorari we are of the opinion that the appeal from the 
order of his Honor Judge Green, made 1 April, 1895, was premature 
and ought not to have been allowed, as was also the appeal from 
his other order of 24 April, 1895; and that his Honor committed no 
error in making either one of said orders, and they are affirmed. 
Helms v. Green, 105 N. C., 251; Vann v. Lawrence, 111 N. C., 32; 
Fertilizer Co. v. Taylor, supra. The defendants will pay the costs 
of this Broeromnss: 
Affirmed. ’ 


Cited: Pender v. Mallett, 122 N. C., 164; 8S. ¢., 123 N. C., 60; Ward 
v. Martin, 175 N. C., 289; Smith v. Wooding, 177 N. C., 549; Jones 
v. Guano Co., 180 N. C., 320. 


(491) 


M. PRETZFELDER & CO. v. MERCHANTS INSURANCE 
COMPANY ET AL. 


Practice—J oinder of Actions—Action Against Several Insurance Com- 
pames—Arbitration—Failure of Arbitrators to Agree. 


1. Where plaintiff’s property was insured in several insurance companies, 
the contract with each containing the provision that plaintiffs right of 
recovery against each should be limited to the proportion of the loss 
which the amount of the policy issued by each company bore to the total 
amount of insurance, it was no misjoinder, but essentially proper, that 
all the: companies should be made parties defendant in one and the same 
action to recover for the destruction of .such property by fire. 


2. In such case the verdict “‘affects all parties to the action” and the joinder 
is permissible under Section 267 of The Code. 


8. Where arbitrators, or.a majority of them, fail to agree upon an award, 
and the parties cannot agree upon other arbitrators, they are relegated 
to their legal rights and an action may be maintained. 


Action, heard before Hoke, J., at August Term, 1894, of Guirorp, 
on demurrer to the complaint. 
The action was brought against several insurance companies whose 
policies the plaintiff held, to recover for the damage done to his stock 
of goods by fire. 
(495) The demurrer was overruled and defendants appealed. 


Dillard & King and Jas. EH. Boyd for plaintiff. — 
McRae & Day and J. W. Hinsdale for defendants. 


Crark, J. The plaintiff was insured in several companies the con- 
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tract with each containing the provision that the plaintiff’s right of 
recovery against each was limited to the proportion of the loss 
which the amount named in the policy of each company should (496) 
bear to the whole amount insured. It is not only no misjoinder, 

but essentially proper that all the companies should be made parties 
defendant. If each company should be sued separately, not only 
would the same proposition of law arise and the same evidence be 
gone over in five different actions at an expense of five times the 
amount of court costs, and much needless consumption of the time of 
the courts, but as the trial would be before five different juries the loss 
might be assessed at five different amounts. There is no method to 
gauge accurately the pro rata loss of each company so readily as 
by one verdict and one apportionment, according to the varying amount 
of risk taken by each company. By their stipulation to apportion the 
loss the companies have, to that extent at least, made the five policies 
one contract, the amount of damages accruing upon which should be 
assessed and apportioned in one joint action. Adams’ Eq., 200; 1 
Pomeroy Eq. Jur., section 245, 274; Black v. Shreeve, 3 Hals, ch. 440, 
456. The verdict necessarily “affects all parties to the action.” The 
joinder is therefore within the purview of The Code, sec. 267. Ham- 
lin v. Tucker, 72 N. C., 502; Young v. Young, 81 N. C., 91; Heggie 
v. Hill, 95 N. C., 308. Where there is a misjoinder of causes of action, 
the court may allow the action to be divided (Code, sec. 272; Hodges v. 
f. h., 105 N. C., 170); or, where there is a misjoinder of parties, the 
court in its discretion can do the same (Code, sec. 407; Bryan v. Spivey, 
106 N. C., 95); but, here, there is neither misjoinder of parties, nor 
of causes of action. 

The arbitrators were appointed but disagreed and refused to go on, 
and finally broke up without making an award. Subsequent attempts 
to agree upon another board failed. The parties were thus 
relegated to their legal rights, and the action can be main- (497) 
tained. Brady v. Ins. Co., 115 N- C., 354. Indeed, as intimated 
in that case, we think the proper rule is laid down in Ins. Co. v. Holk- 
ing, 115 Pa., 416, that where the arbitrators, or a majority of them, 
failed to agree upon an award, the plaintiff (unless he is shown to have 
acted in bad faith in selecting his arbitrator) is not compelled to 
submit to another arbitration and another delay, but may forthwith 
bring his action in the courts. 

No error. 


- Cited: Blackburn v. Ins. Co., post, 824; Cook v. Smith, 119 N. C., 
355; Daniels v. Fowler, 120 N. C., 17; Pretzfelder v. Ins. Co., 128 
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N. C., 166; Weeks v. McPhail, 128 N. C., 138; Fisher v. Trust Co., 
138 N. C., 242; Ayers v. Bailey, 162 N. C., 211; Lee v. Thornton, 171 
N. C., 214. 


O. H. CAUSEY v. W. H. SNOW. 


Practice—A ppeal—Certiorari—Laches. 


Where an appellant neglected to docket his appeal or apply for a certiorari 
at the next term of this Court after the cause was determined in the 
court below, the-writ will not be granted. : 


Petition of defendant for writ of certiorart. 


F. H. Busbee for petiteoner. 
L. M., Scott contra. 


Crark, J. This cause having been determined below at February 
Term, 1894, should have been docketed here before the completion 
of the call of the docket of the district to which it belonged at Fall 
Term, 1894. Rule 5 of this Court. If for any good reason it was not 
docketed the appellant should at that time have applied for a cer- 
tiorart (Rule 41), otherwise the appellant might have docketed a cer- 
tificate and had the appeal dismissed. Rule 17. Though as the ap- 
pellee did not do this, the appellant could have docketed the appeal at 
any time during said Fall Term. All this was summarized in Porter 

v. R. R., 106 N. C., 478, and has been repeatedly affirmed 
(498). since. Hinton v. Pritchard, 108 N. C., 412; Graham v, Kd- 

wards, 114 N. C., 228; Paine v. Cureton, ib., 606. Not having 
done this, it is too late to docket or ask for a certvorari at this 
term. S. v. Freeman, 114 N. C., 872, and cases there cited. Besides 
at the term of the court held below after the expiration of the Fall 
Term of this Court, the appellant, on proper notice, procured a judg- 
ment of the court below that the appeal had been abandoned. This 
he had a right to do. Avery v. Pritchard, 938 N. C., 266; Porter v. 
R. R., supra. 

This is not like Arrington v. Arrington, 114 N. C., 118 and 115. 
There the papers were sent to the officer in time and the failure to 
serve in due time was by no neglect of the appellant. Nor is it like 
the case of Walker v. Scott, 104 N. C., 481, in which the transcript 
failed to reach here in time by reason of the delay in the mails. But 
here the appellant had ample opportunity to learn whether the trans- 
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eript had been sent up. He made no inquiry and offered no fees. 
When he learned on the call of the district that it had not been sent 
up even then he took no steps. Appellees have rights which would 
be seriously infringed by permitting such negligence to procure further 
delay for the appellant. 

Certiorart denied. 


Cited: Haynes v. Coward, post, 842; Burrell v. Hughes, 120 N. C., 
278; Parker v. BR. B., 121 N. ae 504; Mirror Co. v. Casualty Co., 157 
N. c. 30. 


| | (499) 
ARMSTRONG, CATOR & CO. v. O. W. CARR, TRUSTEE. 


Co-partnership—Assignment by Firm—Preference of Creditors of In 
duidual Members of Firm. 


1. The creditors of a co-partnership bave no lien upon the partnership prop- 
erty as against individual creditors. 


2. With the assent of the members of a firm any one of them is free to dispose 
of the partnership property for his individual use and a creditor cannot 
- intervene to prevent the application. 


3. An assignment of partnership property by members of an insolvent firm 
is not rendered fraudulent as to the firm creditors by a clause therein 
preferring over partnership creditor’s debts due to creditors of the indi- 
vidual partners. | 


ActTIon instituted by the partnership creditors of Powell and Whar- 
ton to set aside an assignment for fraud, tried before Hoke, J., and a 
jury at December Term, 1894, of Guinrorp. 

It appeared from the pleadings and admissions of defendants and 
the evidence, that the assignment provided for the payment of certain 
individual indebtedness of each of the co-partners, to wit: A debt 
of two thousand dollars due one W. D. Wharton as the individual 
debt of the defendant W. C. Wharton, and two debts, to wit: For 
one thousand and five hundred, and seven hundred and fifty dollars 
due the wife of the defendant Powell. 

The debt due W. D. Wharton was admitted to be bona fide and was 
money borrowed by defendant W. OC. Wharton to be used by him in 
the partnership business. And the debts due Mrs. Powell were found 
by the jury to be genuine bona fide debts. 
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(500) There were also partnership debts in the first-class, to wit: 

The debt to Dr. Lampman and to Mrs. Powell both found by 
the jury to be bona fide debts, and which were more than sufii- 
cient to exhaust the assets. : 

The defendants, the partners, were proved and admitted to be in- 
solvent. They assigned all the property they owned by the deed of 
assignment, not reserving any exemptions. And the property so 
assigned was partnership property when conveyed except perhaps the 
furniture of the defendant Powell, mentioned and conveyed in the 
deed. 

The deed of assignment will be sual and constitute a part of the 
case. 

The action is instituted by the plaintiffs’ creditors of the defendant 
firm whose debts are admitted to be justly due, and which said debts 
were provided for in the deed of assignment but were postponed to the 
individual debts of the partners above mentioned. | 

The only two partners being W. C. Wharton and O. N. Powell. 

The plaintiffs prayed the court to instruct the jury that as a mat- 
ter of law the preference of individual to partnership debts rendered 
the deed of assignment void, and that the deed for that reason was 
void and hat the court so instruct the jury. . 

This was declined and plaintiffs excepted. 

Verdict for defendant as set out in the Record. Motion for new trial— 
for errors in refusing above prayer for’ instructions—overruled, and 
plaintiffs excepted. 

Judgment on the verdict for defendants. Appeal taken by plaintiffs. 


L. M. Scott and Shaw & Scales for plaintiffs. 
Dillard & King contra. 


(501) 


Montcomery, J. If upon the face of a deed of assignment it ap- 
pears manifestly that its execution was for the purpose of hindering 
and delaying creditors, and for the ease and advantage of the debtor, 
the court may declare it void without the aid of a jury. The plain- 
tiffs in this action insist that because, in the assignment made 
by the partners of the partnership property, there was a clause which 
secured certain debts due to creditors of the individuals composing the 
partnership, this Court should declare the deed void. That is, the 
only relief which the plaintiffs seek rests upon the idea that they 
have a lien upon the partnership property as against individual credi- 
tors, and that it is a fraud apparent on the face of the deed for the 
partners to apply the same to their individual debts instead of to 
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their partnership liabilities. There is not only no fraud on the face 
of this assignment, but such provisions as the plaintiffs object to in 
this deed have received the sanction of our judicial decisions. In 
the case of Allen v. Grissom, 90 N. C., 90, Chief Justice Smith, for the 
Court, treats fully the questions of the rights of creditors, and also 
of those of the partners in the partnership property. In that opinion 
he says: “With the assent of the partners, any one of them is free to 
dispose of the company’s effects for his individual use, and a creditor 
cannot intervene to prevent the application.” This is the doctrine 
established by repeated recognitions in this Court, from which, what- 
ever may have been the decisions elsewhere, we are not at liberty to 
depart, and it commends itself to our approval. In Davis v. Smith, 118 
N. C., 94, this Court, Justice Avery delivering the opinion, approved, 
with citations from Allen v. Grissom, supra, the law set forth 
in that case. (502) 

There is no error in the ruling of the court below, and the 
judgment is 

Affirmed. 


JAMES 0. SUTTON y. JOHN R. PHILLIPS. 


Fines and Penaltves—Qu. Tam Actions—Proceeds—Selling by Unlaw- 
ful Weights and Measures—Constitutionality of Statute. 


1. The courts will not declare a statute unconstitutional unless it plainly 
and clearly appears that the General Assembly has exceeded its powers. 
If any doubt exists it will be resolved in favor of the lawful exercise 
of their powers by the representatives of the people. 

2. Former adjudication by the courts, immemorial usage and considerations 
of public policy justify the allowance of gui tam actions in the absence 

of clear and express prohibition thereof by the Constitution. 

3. Sections 3840 and 8842 of The Code, providing that private parties may 
recover penalties of any person selling and delivering provisions, by un- 
authorized weights and measures, are not in conflict with sec. 5, Art. 9 
of the Constitution, which provides that the net proceeds of all penalties, 
etc. shall go to the school fund. 

4, In an action to recover under sections 3841 and 3842, providing for a penalty 
for selling by unauthorized weights and measures, and for selling by other 
measures than the standard; a finding for plaintiff on the second ground 
is error where the article sold was meat. 


FAIRCLOTH, C. J., AND AveRY J., dissent. 


. iF 

Turee actions were brought by the plaintiff, James O. Sutton, against 

John R. Phillips, the defendant, to recover eighty dollars in each 

case for two penalties of forty dollars each, given by sec. 3842 of 
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(503) The Code: “for selling and delivering by weights and measures 

not tried by the standard, and for selling and delivering by 
less measure than the standard” certain meats sold to the plain- 
tiff; tried by a justice of the peace. There was no written complaint 
or answer further than the summons and the justice’s return. The 
justice rendered judgment in each case for. $40 in favor of plain- 
tiff, and the defendant appealed to the Superior Court from the judg- 
ments. When the cases came up for trial in the Superior Court before 
Boykin, J., the three cases were consolidated by agreement and tried 
together. 

The defendant’s counsel moved that the plaintiff be required to elect 
which penalty he would contend for, the defendant contending that 
only one penalty for forty dollars was given in said sec. 3842 for the 
same transaction. 

The court overruled the motion and the defendant excepted. 

After the conclusion of the testimony the following ' issues were sub-_ 
mitted by the court to the jury: 

Did the defendant sell meat to the plaintift on the day of April, 
1893, on the day of May, 1898, and on the day of June, 1893, 
by Weie nts that had not been examined and adjusted by the standard 
a ed as required by me statute ? 

Answer— Yes. 

Did the defendant sell meat on the dates above named by less measure 
than the standard? 

Answer—Yes. 

On return of the verdict into court by the jury, the plaintiff moved 
for judgment thereon against the defendant for $80 in each case. 

The defendant moved 

1st—That judgment be rendered against the plaintiff for cost, 

(504) and the action be dismissed as to the defendant—the defendant 

contending that the amendment of sec. 3841 by Laws 1893, 

chapter 100 repealed the penalty in sec. 3842, except in case he was 

called on by the standard keeper and refused to allow and permit 
him to adjust the scales. ° 

It was admitted the defendant had not been called on by the standard 
keeper for that purpose. 

In case the court should be against the defendant on this motion, 
he moved that judgment be rendered against him for only $40 in Bick 
ease. After reserving the case for consideration, his Honor overruled 
both motions of the defendant and rendered judgment against the 
defendant for $80 in each case, from which the defendant appealed. 


N. J. Rouse for plaintiff. 
R. O. Burton for defendant. 
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Crarkx, J. While the courts have the power, and it is their duty 
in proper cases to declare an act of the legislature unconstitutional 
it is a well recognized principle that the courts will not declare that 
this coordinate branch of the government has exceeded the powers 
vested in it unless it is plainly and clearly the case. If there is any 
reasonable doubt it will be resolved in favor of the lawful exercise 
of their powers by the representatives of the people. 

For several reasons it is not clear that the act in question, which 
was not only reénacted since the Constitution of 1875 by The Code of 
1883 (sec. 3841, 3842), but which has been recognized as valid and 
amended three times by the General Assembly, first in 1889 (ch. 404) 
and again by the General Assembly of 1893 (ch. 100 and 207), is un- 
constitutional and invalid. Among these reasons are: 

1. This Court has heretofore recognized that acts like this, giving 
the penalty prescribed for a violation of the statute, to any 
one (as to some designated person) who shall sue for the same, (505) 
are constitutional. Ashe, J., for the Court, in Katzenstein v. 

Rk. R., 84 N. C., 688, expressly passes upon the point and holds that 
such acts are not in contravention of Art. LX, sec. 5, of the Consti- 
tution. In Hodge v- R. R., 108 N. C., Merrimon, C. J., elucidates the 
point and in his concurring opinion on pp. 30, 31, 32 gives strong reasons 
for adhering to the former opinion of the Court as rendered by Ashe, 
J. The Constitution of Missouri (Art. XI, sec. 8) contains a clause 
almost identical with that of this State and the Supreme Court of that 
state has uniformly held that itewas not an inhibition upon the Legis- 
lature to give the penalties to any person whom the act imposing the 
penalties might provide and that the object of the Constitutional pro- 
vision was not to prohibit guz tam actions in future, but simply to pro- 
vide that all penalties inuring to the state should go to the school 
fund. In view of these authorities in our State and elsewhere uphold- 
ing the constitutionality of such acts which had been customarily 
passed, time out of mind, it can not be said that this act is plainly and 
clearly unconstitutional. The doubt, if any, must be resolved in favor 
of the General Assembly. In addition to these cases directly in point, 
acts of the Legislature giving the penalty in whole or in part to the 
person suing for the same, have been recognized as valid in 
numerous cases since the amended Constitution of 1875, thus in effect 
approving the direct decisions. Branch v. R. R., 77 N. O., 847; Keeter 
v. R. R., 86 N. C., 846; Whitehead v. R. R., 87 N. C., 255; Branch v. 
Rh. £., 88 N. C., 570; Middleton v. R. B., 95 N. C., 167; McGowan v. 
fh. &., ib., 417; MeGwigan v. R. B., 1b., 428; Hines v. R. R., ib., 
434; Walliams v. Hodges, 101 N. C., 300; Cole v. Laws, 104 N. C., 651; 
and there are more than twice as many more All of these 


269 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [116 


SUTTON v. PHILLIPS. 


(506) were erroneously decided and must be overruled if the plaintiffs 

in them were now, by a new construction of the Constitution, held 
not to have had a cause of action, a defect which must have been noticed, 
in this Court, without exception below, if such defect had existed. In- 
deed Katzenstein v. R. R., in which this Court expressly held that 
the amendment to the Constitution was not a restriction upon the 
Legislature prohibiting gui tam, or popular actions as they are some- 
times termed, has been cited as authority in no less than twelve cases. 
Middleton v. R. R., 95 N. C., 167, citing numerous precedents, not 
only recognizes the power of the Legislature to authorize the penalty 
to be given to “any one who shall sue for the same” but that the action 
ean be brought in the name of such party alone without joining the 
State as relator. This is cited and approved in Maggett v. Roberts, 
108 N. C., 174. The judicial construction of this provision has been 
uniform and frequently repeated. The legislative construction has been 
no less so. In the reply of the Court to the Governor as to the “judi- 
cial term of office, 114 N. C., 922, on page 927, the Court says, “We 
rest our opinion of the construction of the Constitutional provision 
upon the duty and propriety of adhering to the settled legislative 
construction, acquiesced in until a very recent period by the people 
acting in public and private capacities.” By the same reasoning, the 
construction of this constitutional provision has had ten times over 
“a settled legislative construction” which should be adhered to. 
Scarcely a single Legislature since the Convention of 1875, has passed 
which did not recognize the power and duty of the Legislature in this 
particular by enacting or amending statutes conferring the whole or 

a part of penalties upon persons suing for the same. This has 
(507) been acted on without question in that department of the govern- 

ment. So universally has it been “acquiesced in by the people 
in public and private capacities” that only once is it known to have 
been questioned by the pleadings in all the actions brought to collect 
penalties, Katzenstein v. R. F., supra, and then by an exceptionally 
able Court—Smith, Ashe and Ruffin—the legislative construction 
was unanimously sustained, and has been repeatedly and uniformly 
recognized since as the law in numerous cases, many of them above 
cited. It has thus twenty years’ uniform construction by both the 
legislative and judicial departments, and should be deemed settled, if 
anything can be. The Act of 1889 (ch. 199, sec. 36), requiring solici- 
tors to prosecute and collect penalties and forfeitures, applies only to 
judgments entered incidentally in due course of procedure. It does 
not extend to those cases where no judgment has been rendered but 
an action is simply authorized to be brought for a penalty. The 
words “penalties, forfeitures and fines” in Art. IX, sec. 5, contemplate 


270 


N.C.| FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 


SUTTON v, PHILLIPS. 


—_ 


primarily only those imposed incidentally in the course of legal pro- 
cedure but are broad enough to embrace those for which due action 
must be brought provided the State is empowered to sue for them. 

2, From time immemorial in the English law, it has been found 
that gui tam actions, actions in which the penalty goes in whole or 
in part to the person suing for the same, were an efficient, and indeed 
sometimes an indispensable means of enforcing the law in many cases, 
as for the breach or neglect of duty by officers and corporations, and 
Parliment in England and legislative bodies in this country have freely 
enacted statutes for the enforcement of laws by such actions. There 
has been no agitation for the repeal of such statutes, and if there had 
been a radical departure intended by the amendment of 1875 by which 
the General Assembly would have been deprived of its power to 
authorize gui tam actions, such inhibition would have been clear 
and unmistakable and would have been placed in the chapter re- (508) 
lating to the legislative department, among the restrictions upon | 
the exercise of legislative power. Art. 2, sees. 10, 11, 12, and 14. 
Instead of that this provision is found in Article IX, upon Education, 
and in the section transferring to the school fund certain sources of 
revenue, and among others is incidentally mentioned “also the clear pro- 
ceeds of all forfeitures and penalties.” It would be a strange construc- 
tion that this incidental reference in the article on Education was a 
reversal of the policy of hundreds of years, and a clear, distinct in- 
hibition upon the Legislature against permitting qui tam actions any 
longer, and an enactment that hereafter the State alone should recover 
penalties in civil actions. On the contrary, as already held by our 
Court and also by the Missouri Court upon an almost identical Con- 
stitutional provision, the purport and true meaning of this clause of 
the Constitution 1s not to vest the sole right to collect penalties in 
the State, but to vest in the school fund the clear proceeds of all pen- 
alties which by authority of law should be collected for the benefit of the 
State. It is best to stand super vias antiquas. 

3. lf the constitutional provision were clear that the General <As- 
sembly was prohibited from any longer permitting quo tam actions or 
the collection of penalties by any one except the State, public policy 
could not be considered. But when such restriction is not clearly 
shown, considerations of public policy may be invoked on the ground 
that there was no great recognized evil or public agitation which called 
for so radical a departure as depriving the law-making power of its 
immemorial discretion to authorize the recovery of penalties by private 
persons, as it has done in section 3842 of The Code, or by official 
persons, as in Section 3844 of The Code, as well as in divers and | 
sundry other statutes. Not only would this restriction upon the Legis- 
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lature virtually repeal the penalties prescribed for breaches of 
(509) duty in these and similar cases, but 1t would virtually repeal all 

statutes providing penalties for delay in shipping freight, and 
other penalties for breach of duty by corporations, since penalties will be 
rarely sued for 1f there is no benefit to accrue to the party bringing 
the action. It would indeed be a virtual repeal of this long recognized 
and efficient mode of enforcing the law, and would leave its enforce- 
ment in eyect solely to the criminal side of the docket, with its official 
prosecutors and the benefit to the defendant of the preponderance of 
- challenges, the protection of the doctrine of reasonable doubt and the 
other advantages with which the law favors a defendant on trial for 
crime. Such change not being called for by public policy, and such 
restriction upon the Legislature being against the experience and the 
public policy of centuries, if made, should appear clearly and unmis- 
takably and not by inference from a mere provision assigning sundry 
funds for the support of education. 

The Code, section 3842, defines (as does section 1090) two distinct 
violations of the law. The first (in Sec. 3842) for buying, selling or 
bartering by any weight or measure which has not been stamped or 
sealed as required by section 3841, and secondly for selling and deliver- 
ing by less measure than the standard. For each offence a penalty of 
$40 is prescribed and the same act may be a violation of both pro- 
visions or of one only. A party could sell by unstamped measure or 
weights and violate the first clause and yet not sell by measure less 
than the standard, in which case he would not be liable to the second 
penalty. In the present case the defendant is not liable to the second 
penalty but on a dicerent ground, which is that the second penalty is 
restricted to articles sold and delivered by measure less than the standard 

(the word “weight” which appears in the first clause being 
(510) omitted), and the defendant is not Hable to the second penalty 
because meat is an article which is not sold by measure. An 
English case under a similar statute and exactly in point is Hughes v, 
Humphries, 3, E. & B., 954. Tf it be objected that the jury has so 
found, inspection of the second issue shows that it does not come up 
to the statute, which imposes the penalty on any one who shall “sell 
and deliver’ and the issue and response thereto does not find that 
there was any delivery which is an essential, to constitute the penalty. 
As to the first clause, we concur with the learned counsel for the de- 
fendant that the words “sealed and stamped as aforesaid” refer to 
section 3841 as amended by chapter 100, Acts 1893, and that there 
is a violation of the statute only when the defendant has bought, sold 
or bartered by weights or measures which he did not “allow and permit” 
the standard keeper, who visited him for that purpose, to seal or stamp. 
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But the jury find in response to the first issue that the defendant 
sold meat to the plaintiff by “weights that had not been examined 
and adjusted by the standard keeper as required by the statute.” These 
words “as required by the statute” in the verdict have the same reference 
to the amended section 3841 as the words “‘as aforesaid” in the statute, 
and can only mean that the defendant not having complied “as re- 
quired” with the duty of “allowing and permitting” his weights and 
measures to be stamped and sealed, did sell meat by them. Upon the 
verdict the plaintiff was entitled to recover the forty-dollar penalty 
in each case upon the offense stated in the first clause of section 3842, 
but 1t was error to render judgment against him, for reason above 
stated, for any penalty in regard to the second clause of said 
section. (511) 
The costs of the appeal will be divided between the parties. 


Farrciotu, OC. J. (dissenting): I agree that in England the subject 
of penalties is controlled by the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment because there is no constitutional restriction. I agree that in 
North Carolina, prior to 1868, the subject was entirely under the con- 
trol of the legislature and that the early statutes on the subject have 
been allowed to continue on our statute books, by inadvertence I think, 
as now appears in The Code, section 3842, and others. After the 
late war, however, when the State was confronted with new conditions, 
when the subject of general education and a general system of public 
instruction became an important question of State policy, the Conven- 
tion 1868-69 adopted a Constitution with a provision (Art. IX, sec. 4) 
which declared that “The net proceeds that may accrue to the State 
from sales of estrays or from fines, penalties and forfeitures shall be 
sacredly preserved as a school fund and for no other purposes what- 
soever.” Again, the Constitutional Convention of 1875, amending the 
State Constitution in several respects, after providing for a general 
and uniform system of public schools, and setting apart the sources 
of means for maintaining the same, declared in Art. IX, sec. 5, “That 
all moneys, also the net proceeds from the sales of estrays, also the clear 
proceeds of all penalties and forfeitures, and of all fines collected in the 
several counties for any breach of the penal or military laws of the 
State, shall belong to and remain in the several counties, and shall be 
faithfully appropriated for establishing and maintaining free public 
schools in the several counties of the State. Provided that the amount 
collected in each county shall be annually reported to the Superinten- 
dent of Publie Instruction.” 

Again, the Legislature, 1881, Ch. 200, sec. 16, enacted in the identical _ 
words of the Constitution of 1875, that the “Net proceeds from _ 
sales of estrays, also the clear proceeds of all penalties and for- (512) 
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feitures, and of all fines, etc., shall belong to and remain in the several 
counties and shall be faithfully appropriated for establishing and main- 
taining free public schools in the several Counties as established in 
pursuance of the. Constitution: Provided the amount collected in 
each county shall be reported annually to the State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction,” which statute was reénacted in to The Code 
in 1883, Code, section 2544, 

Thus we have, on the one hand, the constitutional provisions of 
1868 and 1875 and the Act of Assembly, 1881, ch. 200, sec. 14; Code, 
sec. 2544, declaring in plain terms, that the clear and net (synonymous 
terms) proceeds of fines, forfeitures, penalties, etc., shall be faithfully 
apphed to maintain public schools, and, on the other hand, the Act of 
1741, secs. 4, 5, Code, sec. 3842, giving the entire penalty to any per- 
son suing therefor, and so for other penalties, and the question 1s, 
which shall control. The Constitution does not impose penalties but 
only directs the application of the net proceeds thereof when collected. 
It leaves with the legislature the power to impose penalties, to provide 
the machinery for collecting them, the designation of suitable persons 
to collect them and the right to make reasonable compensation to the 
collectors for services and expenses. The State has made the County 
Board of Education a corporate body, with power to sue and be sued, 
to recover school property, real and personal, and to see that the school 
law is enforced. I should regret to know that the State is compelled 
to appeal to the selfish motives of common informers to have its laws 
enforced, and would prefer that it, the State, would select its own 
suitable agents to perform this labor with reasonable compensation, 
and I see no reason why the County Board of Education in a case like 

the present, may not make the collection and place the net pro- 
(513) ceeds to the school fund, and so on with other penalties, ete. 

For illustration: Laws 1889, ch. 199, sec. 36, requires the solici- 
tors of the several judicial districts to prosecute all penalties and 
forfeited recognizances entered in their respective courts and collect 
by execution if necessary, and allows them to receive as compensation 
for their services, a sum to be fixed by the court not less than five 
per cent. on the amount collected, and act is amendatory of The 
Code, sec. 2544, requiring the net collection to be applied.to the schoo] 
fund as above stated. Will it be suggested that the solicitors, County 
Boards of Education and such others as the Legislatures has or may 
designate as collectors of all penalties, are not patriotic enough tv per- 
form their sworn duties in this behalf with reasonable compensation ? 
By this method the school fund is increased, but if any person who 
may choose to sue is allowed to recover the whole penalty to his own 
use as is attempted in this case, then the school fund suffers and the 
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Constitution, Art. IX, sec. 5, is a “dead letter.” It is seldom that we 
find en express and positive restraint upon legislative power in the 
Constitution, but when we see a positive direction therein, it carries 
with it a necessary implication against everything contrary to it, 
_ which would frustrate or disappoint the purpose of the provision. 

I must assume that these constitutional provisions and laws 1881, ch. 
200, were enacted after due deliberation and not incidentally or by 
mere accident. 

In two cases tais question has been discussed by this Court, Forst, 
Katzenstein v. BR. R., 84 N. C., 688. In that case the Court took a 
middle ground, by distinguishing between those penalties with an ex- 
press provision that any person could sue and recover to his own use and 
those without any such provision, holding that the latter only 
belonged to the school fund. I respectfully submit that this (514) 
was a petitio principu, as the Constitution says “all penalties,” 
etc., which must include all or none, subject to the deduction which 
the Legislature may deem a reasonable allowance for service and eX- 
penses of collection. 

Second, Hodge v. R. R., 108 N. C., 24: In this case the same question 
was discussed by a divided Court but it was left as an open question 
as it was not necessary to decide it in that case. 

“With the highest regard for the decisions of the Court as constituted 
when Katzenstein’s case, supra, was decided, and knowingly that it 
is important that the law should be fixed and steady, still I feel that 
the organic law must be preserved according to its true intent and 
that the law should be “reasonable and right”—that it cannot be set- 
tled until it is settled right and that if an error is committed by this 
Court it should be corrected, and the sooner the better, before it is 
followed by a list of deeided cases, spreading in so many ways that to 
eradicate the error would do more harm than good. 

I am of opinion that the judgment below should be reversed and the 
action as now constituted dismissed. 

Avery, J., dissents. 


Cited: Burrell v. Hughes, ante, 487; Sutton v. Phillips, 117 N. C., 
230; Goodwin v. Fertilizer Co., 119 N. C., 122; McDonald v. Mortow. 
ib., 674; Malloy v. Fayetteville, 122 N,, 483; Date case, 124 N. C., 
394; Hutton v. Webb, ib., 758; 8. v. White, 125 N. C., 688; White, 
v. Murray, 126 N. C., 158; Carter v. R. R., Tb., 442; Board Education 
v. Henderson, 1b., 694; Mott v. Comrs., 1b., 883; 8. v. Hay, ib., 1003; 
8S. v. Shuford, 128 N. C., 593; Meal v. Ellington, 1384 N. C., 180; Brooks 
v. Tripp, 185 N. C., 160; School Directors, 187 N. C., 508; 8. v. Lytle, 
138 N. C., 741; Daniels v. Homer, 189 N. C., 228; S. v. Maultsby, ib., 


584: 8. v. Baskerville, 141 N. C., 818; 9. 2. Wiliams. 146 N. C., 687; 
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S. v. Ray, 151 N. C., 714; 8. v. Oil Co., 154 N. C., 638; In re Watson, 
157 N. C., 342; 9. v. Doster, ib., 636; S. v. Knight, 169 N. C., 352; 
Faison v. Comrs., 171 N. C., 415; R. R. v. Cherokee, 177 N. C., 88. 


SAMUEL v J. H. WESTBROOK. 


Action to Foreclose Mortgage—Mortgage—N on-J onder of Wife—Judg- 
ment. 


In an action to foreclose a mortgage on land given by the husband, in which 
his wife did not join, to gain time for and to secure the payment of a 
judgemtn against the husband, it was not error to give judgment for 
the debt only and refuse an order for the sale of the land. 


(515) Action tried before Boykin, J., and a jury at Fall Term, 
1894, of PrnpeEr. 

The Plaintiff brough suit to foreclose a mortgage made to a 
by the defendant to secure the debt mentioned, which mortgage is in these 
words: 

“T, Joseph H. Westbrook, of the county of Pender and State of 
North Carolina, am indebted to Samuel Blossom, of New Hanover 
County, in the sum of Fifty-five Dollars, with interest thereon at 8 
per cent, from 1 February, 1886, due by judgment of Superior Court, 
rendered at March Term, 1887, and the further sum of Eleven and 
81-100. Dollars, cost. of said action, as doth fully appear from the 
judgment roll of Pender County, and whereas, execution has been 
issued upon said judgment, and I desire indulgence of time till the 
first day of January, 1888, for the payment of said judgment, which is 
agreed to by said Blossom, upon giving additional security. 

“Naw, therefore, in order to obtain the extension of time for the 
payment of said judgment until 1 January, 1888, and in order to 
secure the payment of said judgment and costs on 1 January, 1888, 
I do hereby convey unto him my Grist Mill, including Rocks and Fix- 
tures, and Steam Engine used in running my said Mill and Cotton 
Gin, run by same Engine, all of which is situate on my premises at 
Rocky Point, in said county of Pender. 

“To have and to hold the said property unto said Blossom, his ex- 
ecutors, administrators and assigns, forever. But on this special trust, 
that if I shall well and truly pay the said judgment and cost, with 
interest. on the same, at 8 per cent, on or before 1 January, 1888, then 
this conveyance to be void. 
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“But if I shall fail to pay to the said judgment, cost and interest by 1 
January, 188, then it shall be lawful for the said Blossom and 
his assigns to enter in and take possession of said property, (516) 
and after advertising the same for twenty days at three public 
places in said county, to sell the same at public auction for cash, and 
out of the proceeds of sale to pay said judgment, cost and interest, 
and all costs of making said sale, including five per cent commission 
on sale, and to pay any surplus to me. | 

“Witness my hand and seal, this 15 June, 1887. 

| J. H. Westsroox (Seal.)” 


‘Witness: 
“J.T. Buanp.” 


Upon the trial it was found that the property described in the mort- 
gage was fixtures attached to the freehold, also that the defendant 
at the time of the execution of the mortgage, was a married man. 

The court submitted the following issues to the Jury: 

“1. Has the debt sued for been paid ?”’ 

“2. Has the plaintifi’s cause of action been heretofore determined ?” 

To both of which issues the jury responded “No.” 

The plaintiff tendered to the court a Judgment directing the re- 
covery of the sum due and ordering a sale of the property. 

The court refused to sign the judgment so tendered and gave judg- 
ment for the debt only. From the refusal of his Honor, to give a 
judgment ordering the sale of the property, the plaintiff appealed. 


A. D. Ward for plaintiff. 


No counsel contra. 


Monreommry, J. In Hughes v. Hodges, 102 N. C., 262, this 
Court held that the husband alone might make a conveyance (517) 
of his lands by way of mortgage free from all homestead rights 
unless one or more of three conditions named in that case existed. One 
of those conditions was that there must be “an unsatisfied judgment, 
or judgments, that constituted a len upon the land when conveyed 
and upon which execution might still issue and make it necessary to 
have his homestead allotted.” In the case before us it appears that 
- at the time of the execution of the mortgage by the defendant he was 
a married man and that his wife did not join him in its execution; 
and also that at that time there was a judgment against him procured 
at the March Term, 1887, of Penper in favor of the plaintiff upon 
which execution had already been issued. The plaintifi’s counsel 
in his argument before this Court laid great stress on the case of 
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Hughes v. Hodges and on the silence of the record as to whether or 
not the judgment had been docketed. This is “sticking in the bark.” 
The Court, in Hughes v. Hodges, had in mind fore the question 
as to whether there might be a necessity to allot a debtor his home- 
stead under execution, than whether the judgment against him was 
docketed or simply filed away in the judgment roll. The execution | 
in this case, whether issued upon the judgment roll or upon the 
entry of it upon the judgment docket, was in the sheriff’s hands 
and he was compelled to proceed under it, and first of all to allot the 
debtor his homestead, and this meets substantially the ruling in Hughes 
v. Hodges, The mortgage on its face shows that the defendant was 
unable to pay off the execution, and he made it to get time and for 
the purpose of securing the payment of said judgment and costs on the 
first day of January, 1888. If the real estate of the defendant was 
worth the judgment debt or over and above the homestead, why was 
any additional security required in the way of the mortgage, seeing 
that the plaintiff had a judgment, either docketed or which he 
(518) could have had docketed any minute at no other expense and 
trouble than the costs attendant upon the execution of the mortgage? 
The Judge below gave judgment simply for the debt, and refused 
to make an order for foreclosure, in which there is no error, and the 
judgment is 
Affirmed. 


W. W. FRANCKS vy. T. C. WHITAKER eEtT at 


Will—Construction of—Devise. 


1. In the construction of a will, the predominant and controlling purpose of 
the testator must prevail when ascertained from the general provisions 
of the will over particular and apparently inconsistent expressions to 
which, unexplained, a technical force is given. 


2, Where a testratrix devised land to her son for life and after his death to 
his lawful heir or heirs, if any, and, if none, to the children of another 
son, the words “heir or heirs” will be construed to mean his issue and not 
his heirs generally, and upon his death without issue the land goes to the 
children of the other son, all of whom were living at the date of the will. 


Aotion heard before Brown, J., at Fall Term, 1894, of Jonnzs, on 
complaint and answer. The action was brought by the plaintiff against 
the defendants to declare certain deeds made to his children by the 
defendants a cloud upon plaintiff’s title and to have them cancelled, 
and himself, the plaintiff, adjudged to be the owner of the lands de- 
scribed in the complaint. His Honor being of *he opinion that the 


plaintiff acquired no title to the land under the clause of the will of 
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his mother referred to in the complaint, dismissed the action (519) 
and plaintiff appealed. The material facts appear in the opin- 
ion of Associate Justice Montgomery: 


O. H. Guion and W. W. Clark for plaintiff. 
Simmons, Gibbs & Pearsall for defendants. 


Montreomery, J. The courts in interpreting wills, make it their 
first duty to find out and give effect to the intention of the testator. 
Even where a testator makes use of technical, legal phrases and expres- 
sions which have, in law, fixed and definite legal meaning, yet if he 
so explain and qualify their use as to show an intention different from 
the meaning which the law puts upon the technical words, the will 
must receive that construction which the testator intended. So, as 
the predominant and controlling purpose of the testator must prevail 
when ascertained from the general provisions of the will over par- 
ticular and apparently inconsistent expressions to which unexplained, 
a technical force is given, we may inquire and find out in what sense 
such expressions were used and what the testator meant in using them.” 
Under this test we will look into the will which is before us for con- 
struction. Its date is 11 July, 1885, and the section before the Court 
is in these words: “I give and devise (real estate) to my beloved son 
EK. 8. Francks, during his natural life, and after his death to his law- 
ful heir or heirs, should he have any surviving him, but should he not 
have any lawful heir or heirs surviving him, then I give and devise 
the same to the children of my beloved son W. W. Francks.” The word 
“lawful” may be stricken out as meaningless, for there is no such 
anomaly in the law as wnlawful heir. At the time of the date of the 
will W. W. Francks, the brother of E. 8. Francks, and the plaintiff in 
this action, and the children of W. W. Francks were living. The tes- 
tatrix knew that if E. S. Francks died after the will was published, 
the very gran-children to whom the estate was devised would 
have been his heirs if their father had been dead. If she meant (520) 
heirs general, why say “But should he not leave any lawful heir 
or heirs surviving him,” knowing at the time there were living persons 
who were his lawful heirs and that he must continue to have heirs 
as long as those to whom the land was limited in remainder should 
live? It is plain that this is so, and therefore the proper construction 
of the will is as if it read, “I give and devise to my beloved son E. S. 
Francks, during his natural life, and after his death to his issue, 
should he leave any surviving him, but should he not leave issue then 
I give and devise the same to the children of my beloved son W. W. 
Francks.” Rollins v. Keel, 115 N. C., 68. 

Affirmed. 
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Cited: Hooker v. Montague, 123 N. C., 158; Harrell v. Hagan, 147 
N.C., 115; Puckett v. Morgan, 158 N. C., 347; Albright v. Albright, 172 
N. C., 8538; Bowden v. Lynch, 173 N. C., 206; Pugh v. Allen, 179 
N. C., 309; Blackledge, v. Summons, 180 N. C., 542. 


_ W. E. SPRINGER & CO. v. D. F. COLWELL. 


Homestead, Assignment of—Lands in Different Counties—Judgment 
Debtor—Cancellation of Deed. 


1. Where a judgment debtor has lands allotted to him as a homestead ex- 
emption of less value than $1,000, in the county of his residence (being 
all of his lands therein) and causes a transcript of the allotment to be 
recorded in and delivered to the sheriff of another county where he 
has lands, it is the duty of such sheriff, upon the receipt of an execution 
against the debtor, to assign to the latter a quantity of said lands suffi- 
cient in value, when added to the value of the lands allotted in the 
county of the debtor’s residence, to make up the full exemption of $1,000, 
and this is so notwithstanding no exceptions were filed by the debtor to 
the allotment made and recorded in the county of his residence. (White- 
heid v. Spivey, 108 N. C., 66, cited and distinguished.) 7 


2. In such ease, a sale by the sheriff without assigning the homestead is 
void and the deed made thereunder will be cancelled on motion in the 
cause. 


Morron to set aside a sale and cancel a deed, heard before Hoke, J., 
at Fall Term, 1894, of Sampson. 
(521) The plaintiffs and the defendant, D. F. Colwell, agreed upon 
the following as the facts upon which the motion to set aside 
the sale mentioned in the notice and the cancellation and setting aside 
of the deed mentioned in said notice depend: 

1. That judgment was duly rendered in favor of the plaintiffs and 
against the defendant at the May Term, 1894, of said county, for the 
debt and costs set out in the execution, which is hereinafter made a part 
of this statement, a transcript of which said judgment was duly docketed 
on the docket of the Superior Court of Duplin County, on the.... 
day of May, 1894. 

2. That on 13 June, 1894, an executioi was duly issued on said judg- 
ment to the Sheriff of Sampson County, under which was assigned 
to the defendant, D. F. Colwell, as a real estate exemption, land to 
the value of $625, including the lands whereon the said defendant 
resided at the time, as appears from the return of the apfraisers, 
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which was filed in the office of the Clerk of the Superior Court of 
Sampson County, on 19 June, 1894, and duly recorded according to law. 

3. That on 29 June, 1894, execution was duly issued to the Sheriff 
of Duplin County which was received by him on 2 July, 1894, with 
the following endorsement thereon, to wit: 


Homestead returns filed in my office 19 June, 1894. 
J. 8. Brzzztr, C. 8. ©. 


re That roe 20 July, 1894, before the sale under said execution, 

the defendant D. F. Colwell, through his attorney J. L. Stewart, caused 
a transcript of said homestead returns to be filed with the Clerk of 
the Superior Court of the County of Duplin, and had the last-men- 
tioned Clerk to deliver a copy to James G. Kenan, Sheriff of the County 
of Duplin, and demanded of him that he assign to the said 
defendant, out of the lands in controversy, which are situated (522) 
in Duplin County and occupied by the tenant of said defendant, 
a quantity of said land sufficient in value to make up, with the $625 
worth assigned in Sampson County, $1,000 worth, which the said 
Sheriff declined to do, and on the contrary, without assigning any 
additional lands to make the said balance of $375, sold, on 7 August, 
1894, the said land to the said plaintiffs in said execution for the sum 
of $100, and made deed therefor to the said plaintiffs, which said deed 
is duly registered in the office of the Register of Deeds of Duplin 
County, in Book 51, pages 28 and 24, and which said deed is dated 7 
August, 1894, and was probated and registered on 29 August, 1894; 
that the land therein mentioned belonged to the defendant D. F. Col- 
well prior to 1 May, 1894. 

5. That no exceptions were filed to the said homestead returns and 
none to the assignment of homestead, excepting those hereinbefore 
mentioned. That said returns, giving the said defendant land to the 
value of $625, are duly registered in the office of the Register of Deeds 
of Sampson County. 

6. That the defendant D. F. Colwell, with his wife and children, 
was and now is a resident of said county of Sampson, and the debt 
upon which said judgment was rendered was contracted about 1891. 

Upon these facts his Honor granted the motion to cancel and set 
aside the deed, and plaintiffs appealed. 


A. D. Ward for placniiffs. 
No counsel contra. 


Monteomery, J. Except for sale for taxes and for payment of obli- 
gations for the purchase of the premises, every homestead owned and 
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(523) occupied by any resident of this State and not exceeding the 
| value of one thousand dollars shall be exempt from sale under 

execution or other final process obtained on any debt. Art. X, sec. 2, 
of the Constitution. | 

Section 519 of The Code provides that if the judgment debtor er ‘tled 
to homestead shall be dissatisfied with the valuation and allotmeut of 
the appraisers, he, within ten days thereafter and before sale u.ader 
execution of the excess, may notify the adverse party and the sheriff 
having the execution in hand, and “file with the clerk of the Superior 
Court of the county where the said allotment shall be made a tran- 
script of the return of the appraisers; and thereupon the said clerk 
shall put the same on the civil issue docket of said Superior Court for 
trial at the next term thereof as other civil actions.” It was decided 
by this Court in the case of Whitehead v. Spivey, 103 N. C., 66, that 
an allotuient of homestead to the debtor of lands of value less than one 
thousand dollars, regular in form and unobjected to within the time 
allowed by law, was an estoppel of the debtor from claiming any ad- 
ditional allotment in other lands which he had at the time of the allot- 
ment. That opinion followed in the line of Burton v. Spiers, 87 N. C., 
87, and Spoon v. Reid, 78 N. C., 244. In all of these cases, however, 
the several judgment debtors at the time of the allotment owned no 
lands outside of the counties in which they resided. In the case before 
us the defendant owned land in Sampson County, where he resided, 
valued by the appraisers at $625, dnd he also owned other land in Dup- 
lin County. 

Now the question is, does the law applied to the facts in Whitehead 
v. Spey fit the facts of the present case? We do not think that it does. 
Neither the Sheriff nor the appraisers had the right to go out of Samp- 
son into Duplin County to allot to the defendant any part of his home- 
stead in lands situated in the latter county, and they gave him all the 

real estate he owned in Sampson County. What then did he 
(524) have to object to, except to the over-valuation of the land, about 

which he made no question? Then, too, what would the objec- 
tion have amounted to if he had made it? Suppose he had objected 
that the Sheriff and appraisers did not go into Duplin and allot to 
him the balance of his homestead in lands belonging to him in that 
county, would not the objection have been a vain thing, seeing that 
they had no power to do so? 

But, there is another view which is conclusive of the matter. If 
the defendant, as the plaintiff contends, was required to make some 
sort of exception or statement and give notice of it to the adverse 
party and to the Sheriff to the effect that he had other lands in Duplin 
County which he wished to have allotted to him to complete his home- 
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stead, and the clerk of the Superior Court had put the same on the civil 
docket of the Superior Court for trial at the next term, the defendant 
would have been met by the objection of wrong venue. Section 190 
of The Code declares that actions for the recovery of real property, 
or of any estate or interest in them, or for the determination in any 
form of such right or interest, and for injuries to real property, must 
be tried in the county where the real estate is situated. The defendant, 
it seems, took the precaution to have a copy of the homestead sseed 
ings, under the certificate and seal of the Clerk of the Superior Court 
of Sampson, filed with the Clerk of the Superior Court of Duplin, and 
had also a copy served on the Sheriff of the last named county, before 
he made the sale, accompanying the service of the paper on the Sheriff 
with the request to have allotted to him enough of his lands in Duplin 
County to make up the full amount of his homestead. 

There is no error in the judgment of the court below and the same is 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Baruch v. Long, 117 me Oy 511; Marshburn v. Lashlie, 122 
N. C., 241. 


(525) 


W. A. DUNN, REcEIVER or CLINTON LOAN ASSOCIATION, v. D. D. UNDER- 
WOOD. 


Practice—A ppeal—lailure to Print Recor d—Dismissal—wN egligence 
of Counsel—Motion to Reinstate. 


The printing of a record on appeal as required by Rule 30, requires no legal 
skill and, hence, the negligence of counsel is no excuse for the failure 
to print and where an appeal has been dismissed for such failure a motion 
to reinstate will not be allowed. 


Morton to reinstate an appeal, dismissed on motion of appellee for 
failure of appellant to print the record. The grounds of the motion ap- 
pear in the opinion of Associate Justice Clark. 


R. O. Burton for plaonirff. 
John D. Kerr for defendant. 


CrarKx, J. The appeal was dismissed at last Term for failure to 
print the record. The appellant moved at the same term to reinstate, 
as required by rule 30. The reason assigned was that the neglect to 
print was the negligence of counsel. The Court has repeatedly held that 
having the record printed requires no legal skill, and that, if an appel- 
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lant entrusts it to counsel, his negligence in such regard is the negli- 
gence of an agent merely, not that of counsel. Grtffin v. Nelson, 106 
N. C., 235; Stephens v. Koonce, 1b., 255; Edwards v. Henderson, 
109 N. C., 83; Turner v. Tate, 112 N. C., 457; Neal v. Land Co., 
ab., 841. 

As the late Chief Justice Prarson expressed it: “There is no use 
in having a scribe unless you cut up to it.” A rule so repeatedly 
enunciated must be deemed settled. In Hdwards v. Henderson, supra, 
the Court observed: “To permit an appellant to obtain a delay of six 

months by his negligence in not complying with this requirement 
(526) would convert a rule, which was adopted as a means for the 

speedier and better consideration of causes, into a fruitful source 
of delay. Rather than that, appellees would prefer to argue their causes 
without the printed record, which the Court in justice to itself and to 
litigants cannot permit. Appellants might as well fail to send up the 
transcript as not to have it in a condition to be heard by failing to have 
the ‘case and exceptions printed,’ ” 

Indeed, in the present case, the appellee agreed that, notwithstanding 
the dismissal, the case might be reinstated if submitted on printed 
briefs, under Rule 10, so as to be disposed of at last term. This offer 
the appellant accepted, but was again negligent and failed to do so 
during that term. 

Tt is too late to make the motion anew to reinstate at this term. Rule 
30. Appellees have rights, though appellants are singularly prone to 
forget it, and among them is the right guaranteed by Magna Carta 
to all, that justice shall “neither be denied nor delayed.” Const. of 
N. C., Art. 1, sec. 35. A delay of justice is often a denial of justice. 

Motion denied. | 


Cited: Haynes v. Coward, post, 842; Wiley v. Minning Co., 117 N. C.,, 
490; Kendrick v. Dillinger, ib., 491; Stainback v. Harris, 119 N. C., 
109; Ice Co. v. R. R., 125 N. C., 22; Colvert v. Carstarphen, 133 N. C., 
26. 


MARY E. COWAN eT AL v. JOHN T. LAYBURN. 


Action to Recover Land—Evidence, Competency of—Transactions with 
| Deceased Person. 


Testimony that a witness carried supplies to a decedent during her sickness, 
is not such evidence of a conversation or transaction as to make the 
witness incompetent under section 590 of The Code. 

284. 


N.C] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 
"Cowan v, LAYBURN, 


Action for the cancellation of a deed and to recover land, (527) 
tried before Boykin, J., and a jury, at September Term, 1894, 
of PENDER. 

The complaint alleged that the plaintiffs were the heirs-at-law of 
one Annie J. Cowan, who died intestate having, about a year before 
her death, executed to the defendant certain lands upon the conditions 
that he should support her and provide for her sufficient food and 
raiment during her natural life and a decent burial at her death, and 
that in case the conditions were not complied with, the deed should be 
void and the land should revert to her or her eee that as soon as 
defendant received the deed, he abandoned all care of the deceased 
(who at that time was a needy, infirm and helpless old lady of 70 years 
of age) and in every particular failed to comply with the conditions 
of the deed. 


The defendant denied the allegations as to his failure to perform 
the conditions of the deed. | 

On the trial certain witnesses for the plaintifis were allowed to tes- 
tify that they had carried supplies to the deceased. The defendant ex- 
cepted to the testimony upon the ground that it was incompetent under 
sec. 590 of The Code, and, after verdict and judgment for the plain- 
tiff’s appealed. 


A. D. Ward for defendant. 
No counsel contra. 


Farrctotu, C. J. The only exceptions were to the competency of 
the evidence of Thad Cowan and Catharine Cowan, under The Code, 
sec. 590. The former testified that “I carried food there to her,” meaning 
to Ann Jane Croom; the latter, that “I went to carry her supplies. She 
was sickly. I was there every day. I carried her supplies. She was 
sickly. She had no food except what we carried. She was bad off 
for clothes.” | 

We see no “conversation” or “transaction” in this evidence : 
such as is inhibited by section 590. In fact it does not appear (528) 
whether the old lady accepted or refused the food and supplies. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Johnson v. Rich, 118 N. C., 270; Moore v. Palmer, 132 N.C., 
976; Davidson v. Bardin, 139 N. C., 2. 
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BRUCE & COOK et At, v. C. W. CRABTREE. 


Practice—Supplemental Proceedings—Examination of Assignee of 
Judgment Debtor—Interlocutory Order—A ppeal. 


1. The assignee of a judgment debtor may be examined in supplementary 
proceedings to ascertain what sum, if any, remains in his hands due 
and belonging to the judgment debtor after discharging the trust, and 
as to his administration of the trust generally. 


2, An order for the examination of a person in supplementary proceedings . 
is interlocutory and not final and no apues lies On at; 

SUPPLEMENTARY proceedings, heard before Brown, J., at Chambers, as 
appeal from an order of the Clerk of the Superior Court of Lenoir, 
directing the examination of J. L. Hartsfield, assignee of the defendant. 

The plaintiffs made affidavit before the Clerk as follows (after set- 
ting out the rendition of judgment in issuing and return unsatisfied 
of execution, etc.) : 

IV. That the said C. W. Crabtree, as this afiant is informed, ad- 
vised and believes, has property, choses in action and other iWines of 
value unaffected by any lien and incapable of levy which ought to be 
subjected to the payment of said judgments but that said defendant 
has no property which can be reached by execution. 

 Y. That this affiant is informed and believes that one ao 
(529) Hartsfield, assignee of C. W. Crabtree, has property of the said 

C. W. Crabtree which exceeds in amount and value ten dollars 
- which should be applied in payment of the judgment. 

The Clerk made an order directing the examination of the defendant 
and J. L. Hartsfield and forbidding the transfer, etc., of any property 
belonging to the defendant. 

On the trial counsel for J. L. Hartsfield, assignee, moved to vacate 
the order as to said J. L. Hartsfield, assignee, upon the grounds 

I. Of the insufficiency of the affidavit, in that it fails to allege that 
the said Hartsfield has individually in his hands any property belong- 
ing to the judgment debtor, C. W. Crabtree, or that he is indebted to 
said judgment debtor C. W. Crabtree, in any amount. The allegation 
in the affidavit being that the Hartsfield holds the property as as- 
signee of said judgment debtor and there being no allegation in the 
said affidavit that said Judgment debtor has any interest in the said 
property. 

II. That said clerk had no authority to gran said restraining order at 
the tume against said Hartsfield, assignee, he not being a party to this 
action and having no notice of this proceeding. 
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ITI. The insufficiency of the affidavit under section 490 of ae Code 
of N. C. | 

IV. That the affidavit fails to allege such facts as would authorize the 
judgment debtor to demand from the said Hartsfield any property 
or money. 

After hearing the argument of counsel for plaintiffs and Hartsfield, 
assignee, the motion was allowed and judgment was duly entered vacat- 
ing and discharging said restraining order as to said.assignee. — 

From said judgment plaintiffs appealed to Judge Brown, at Cham- 
bers, who reserved the ce of the Clerk and Hartsfield ap- 
appealed. | | (530) 


George Rountree for plaintif. 
J. B. Batchelor for J. L. Hartsfield, assignee. 


Furcuss, J, This is a proceeding supplemental to execution, com- 
menced hetore the clerk of Lenoir County, an appeal from his oder to 
Brown, J., and an appeal by J. L. Hartsfield from the order of 
Judge Brown. which 1s as follows: 

“T am of opinion that under the affidavit filed it is perfectly com- 
petent for the plaintiff to examine J. L.- Hartsfield in the proceeding 
to ascertain. what sum, if any, remains in his hands and what may be 
due and belonging to C. W. Crabtree, after discharging the trust, and 
to ascertain that it is competent to examine said Hartsfield concerning 
his administration of the trust, what he received, what he has es 
out and to whom, etc. : 

“This cause is remanded to the alee: to ieee with in mes 
with this opinion. The cost of the appeal is taxed — the appenscs 
and appellant equally. Brown, J.” 

We see no error in the order appealed a nor do we see what 
right J. L. Hartsfield had to take an appeal, nor do we see what interest 
he has in this controversy. But this is not a final judgment, but only 
an interlocutory order from which no appeal Hes. Clement v. Foster, 
99 N. C., 255. eS 

Appeal dismissed. 


Cited: _ Ledford v. panes 143 LN. 0, 537, 


| | _ (531) 
G. W. TAYLOR, ApMinistraTor, vy. ADDIE O. SMITH. gate 
Contract—Agreement Between Joint Owners of N ote—Survivorship— | 
Gift—Conflicting Findings of Jury—‘Living Heir.” 


1. In a contract between two owners of a note providing that, should either 
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of them die before the other without “a living heir,” the suryivor should 
become sole owner of the note, the words “living heir” should be con- 
strued to mean “issue.” 


2. A verbal agreement between two parties owning a note, payable to them 
- jointly, that upon the death of either without issue ir shall belong to 
the survivor is valid. 


3. The Statute, sec. 1826 of The Code, abolishing survivorship in estates 


held in joint tenancy, does not prohibit contracts making the rights of 
the parties dependent on survivorship. 


4. Where in response to one issue a jury found that a contract «existed be- 
tween two sisters, whereby the survivor should nuve the whole of. a cer- 
tain note belonging to them jointly, a findirg in response to another 
issue that one of its parties at a later date made a gift of her share in 
such note, is not inconsistent with the tirst finding. 


Action, tried at February Term, 1894, of Greznez, before Brown, J., 


(5384) J. B. Batchelor for plainicff. 
Geo. M. Inndsay for defendant. 


Avery, J. .Two sisters, the plaintifi’s intestate and the defendant, 
“agreed with each other that should either of them die before the other 
without a living heir, the survivor should have” a note in which both 
were payees and each had an equal undivided interest, “and that during 
the life of both of them, they should collect the interest together in 
equal shares.” About twelve months afterwards one of the sisters 
married and subsequently died leaving the defendant, her unmarried 
sister, surviving her, but no issue. In the connection in which they 
appear, the words “living heir” were manifestly intended to mean 
issue and we will so interpret hem in construing the agreement. How- 
ell v. Knight, 100 N. C., 254; Patrick v. Morehead, 85 N. C., 62. To 
say that one sister died “without a living heir” and at the same time 
leaving a surviving sister, would be palpably absurd, unless we construe 
“heir” to mean “issue.” 

The first question suggested upon the argument was whether the 
agreement was a contract upon mutual considerations, or a nudum 
pactum. Counsel contended that it could not be enforced because it 
was a gambling agreement and therefore void, as in contravention of 
public policy. It is settled law in North Carolina that a bona fide 
assignment of a contingent interest in land for a valuable consideration 
will be enforced as an equity. Bodenhamer v. Welch, 89 N. C., 7 
McDonald v. McDonald, 58 N. C., 211;Watson v. Smith, 110 N. C,, 
_ 6; Foster v. Hackett, 112 N. C., 546. If the equitable right to such 
eontingent interest can be assigned for money or anything of value, 


it follows of course that the equitable right to two such interests could 
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be lawfully exchanged, the one in consideration of the other, like all 
other assignable interests in land. Upon the same principle, 

one of two joint owners of a fund may sell bona fide for a valu- (535) 
able consideration the contingent equitable right to the whole 

fund, where it is so’ limited as to depend upon survivorship. When 
the two sisters agreed with each other to hold the note, in which each 
had an individual moiety as joint tenants subject to the right of sur- 
_vivorship, these mutual rights of survivorship, when once created, were 
assignable equities, constituting mutual considerations sufficient to 
support the agreement. The Act of 1784 (Code, sec. 1326) abolishes 
survivorship, where the joint tenancy would otherwise have been created 
by the law, but does not operate to prohibit persons from entering into 
written contracts as to land, or verbal agreements as to personalty, such 
as to make the future rights of the parties depend upon the fact of 
survivorship. It would seem needless to cite authority in support of 
the proposition that mutual prospective benefits are sufficient to support 
mutual stipulations between parties. The right to the fund in case of 
survivorship was a valuable assignable interest, and the two sisters 
therefore entered into a valid contract, which secured to each the bene- 
fit, like that provided often by an insurance policy, of the ownership 
of the whole fund in case she should survive the other. The jury have 
found that such was the contract entered into by the defendant and 
her deceased sister, the plaintiff’s intestate and former wife. 

The mother of the two sisters, Mrs. Smith, deposed further that at 
the time of making the contract the plaintiff’s intestate handed the note 
to the defendant, saying, “Keep it until I call on you for it, if I ever do, 
and if I never do, you keep it.” Upon her testimony, together with that of 
another witness (who was obligor in the note) to the effect that he paid 
the whole of the interest to the defendant after her sister’s mar- 
riage and eventually all of the principal, the court, submitted (536) 
two other issues, in response to which the jury found the plain- 
tiff’s intestdte, about twelve months before her marriage with the plain- 
tiff and prior to her engagement of marriage with him, made a gift 
of her interest in the note to her sister. It is insisted for the plaintiff 
that the finding that a gift was subsequently made, is inconsistent with 
the contract as to the right of each in case of survival. We do not think 
so. Plaintiff’s intestate might, after making the contracts, have made 
the gift, but if she did not subsequently give her interest in the note 
to her sister, the contract of course remained in full force. So that 
if it be conceded, as was contended by plaintiff’s counsel, that the tes- 
timony was insufficient in its most favorable aspect to show a valid gift, 
the only result would be to leave the contract in full force. Nothing 
but a subsequent valid gift by the intestate of her interest to the de- 
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fendant would have altered or impaired the validity of the contract, 
and either the contract or such gift would warrant the rendition of the 
judgment. If the court erred in telling the jury that the testimony 
of Mrs. Zeletha Smith, if believed by them, was sufficient to justify them 
in responding to the second issue in the affirmative, it was not erroneous 
to tell them that hers was the only evidence relied on by the defendant, 
and, if believed, was sufficient to show the mutual agreement. As the 
jury found separately on the specific issues and they are in no wise 
dependent on each other, we think that any error in defining indirect 
terms, or inferentially what constituted in law a gift, was harmless. 
The evidence of the mutual agreement, which was entered into before 
the alleged gift, was to be considered distinct from that relating to the 
gift, and the finding upon it, having established the contract will sup- 
port the judgment of the court even if the other findings should be 
set aside for error. The specific reference to the testimony of 
(5387) Zeletha Smith.as the only evidence upon which the defendant 
_ did or could contend for a verdict in her favor, bears no analogy 
to the cases where the judges have erred in sellecting, among several wit- 
nesses to the same transaction, one whose testimony was more unfavor- 
able to a party than that of the others, and making the response to 
an issue. or issues dependent upon the creditibility. of such witness. 
For the reasons given we thing that the judgment below should be 
Affirmed. : ‘ 


Cited: Brown v. Dail, 117 N. C., 48; Hunter v. Sherron, 176 N. C., 
228. | 


BANK OF HANOVER ET at. v. ADRIAN anp VOLLERS ET AL. 


Action to foreclose M shane rand Parties in Para Dee Bounty 
Jurisdiction—Question for Jury—Trustee of Insolvent Debtor Re- 
presents Creditors. 


1. Where it appears to a court of equity that the parties to a suit are in 
pari delicto in respect to a covinous agreement, the court will not inter- 
fere to give relief, but will leave the parties to exercise their rights as 
they may be permitted in a court of law. 


2, Where, in the complaint in an action to foreclose a mortgage against an 
insolvent mortgagor it appeared that the mortgage was given to secure 
notes for $90,000, payable in three years at 4 per cent interest, and was 
not filed until the mortgagee became insolvent, and the answer filed by the 
assignee of the mortgagor (to which a demurrer was entered) alleged 
that the mortgage was given under an agreement and with the intent 
to hinder, delay and defraud the mortgagor’s creditors; Held That 


290 


N.C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 
| BANK v. ADRIAN. 


neither party was entitled to equitable relief and the Court will leave 
them to settle, in a court of law, the question as to the fraudulent inten- 
tions of the parties and whether the assignee of the mortgagor was a 
subsequent purchaser with notice so as to postpone the creditors the 
mortgagor to the claims of the mortgagee, (AVERY, J., dissents. ) 


3. In an action to foreclose a.mortgage against an insolvent mortgagor and 
his assignee to which the creditors of the former are not parties, the 
assignee represents the creditors and can interpose the defences that 
would be available for them. 

(538) 


On 27 February, 1893, Adrian & Vollers executed their notes to the 
Bank of New Hanover in the sum of $90,000, payable three years after 
date, bearing four per cent interest, payable quarterly; and on the same 
day executed a mortgage to secure the payment of said sum, which was 
registered 19 June, 1893, the day on which said bank pioced its doors 
and ceased to do business. 

On 20 June, 1898, said Adrian & Vollers made'an assignment to the 
defendant, E. K. Bryan, in trust for their creditors, conveying all their 
property, including the property described in said mortgage deed. On 
19 June, 1893, an action was duly instituted and pending in the Superior 
Court of New Hanover County, wherein Gabriel Holmes and J. H. 
Waters, who sue in behalf of themselves and all other creditors of said 
bank, are plaintiffs, and the Bank of New Hanover and others are 
defendants; in which proceeding plaintiff Davis was appointed receiver 
of said bank. 

The present action to foreclose said mortgage was commenced 12 
September, 1893, and the defendant E. K. Bryan, as assignee of said 
mortgagors, filed an answer alleging that said notes and mortgage were 
made and delivered under an agreement and with intent to hinder and 
delay the creditors of said Adrian & Vollers, and prays to have said 
mortgage deed declared void and that plaintiffs convey to defendants, 
etc. The plaintiffs’ demurrer to said answer was sustained by Brown, 
J., at April Term, 1894, of New Hanover, with judgment of foreclosure 
in favor of plaintiffs, and defendants appealed.. 


George Rountree and E. 8. Martin for plaintiffs. 
D, L. Russell for defendants. 


Farrctotu, C. J. It is conceded that ordinarily a court of 
equity will not interfere between parties to a convinous agree- (539) 
ment but will leave them to their strict legal remedies; also, as 
it has been held that either party in pari delicto may by complaint, 
answer or proof, bring to the attention of the court any fraudulent 


transaction to prevent the other from recovering the fruits of such 
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transaction. Turner v. Eford, 58 N. C., 106, and subsequent cases. 
Our view is that in such cases a court of equity will stay its hand and 
leave the parties where they are to exercise their rights as they may be 
permitted in a court of law. As ng equity to either party can arise 
out of an inequitable and illegal agreement, we fail to see how this 
Court, in exercise of its equitable jurisdiction, can aid either party to 
such dealings. It is a court of conscience and, within the scope of its 
powers, will be governed by its own rules. We are not aware of any 
decision of this Court in which it is held that it is moved or restrained 
by the Statute of Frauds. Code, sees. 1545, 1546. It is true that in 
some respects equity follows the law, but never to the extent of aiding 
in the consummation of an illegal, immoral or fraudulent contract. 
Lord Kenyon once said: “It is safest to preserve the ancient landmarks 
of the law,” and Pearson, C. J., said,, “If the dividing line between 
law and equity be destroyed the science of law will be in utter confusion, 
and no one will be able to see his way.” Turner v. Eford, 58 N. C., 106, 
was a bill to compel a conveyance on a parol trust, but it appeared 
that the agreement was fraudulent and the Court declined interfering 
to compel a conveyance of the legal title. 

In Triplett v. Witherspoon, 74 N. C., 475, the Court said: “Equity 
will not interfere to set up any transaction founded in fraud; certainly 
not against a purchaser for value, but will leave the parties to their 
legal rights.” 

| In Ellington v. Currie, 40 N. C., 21, upon a bill to avoid a 
(540) deed made to defraud creditors the Court said: “Equity will not 

interfere with the operation of the statute at the instance of either 
party to a fraudulent conveyance.” 

In York v. Merritt, 77 N. C., 213, the action was by the grantee against 
the grantor for possession of the land conveyed to defraud creditors. The 
Court said, “When the parties have united in a transaction to defraud 
another or others, or the public, or the due administration of justice, or 
which is against public policy or contra bonos mores, the courts will not 
enforce it against either party.” Again in the same case, 80 N. C., 285, 
290, it was held “that the plaintiff could recover (meaning in a court of 
law) as they were in pari delicto and this Court (Equity) in the ex- 
ercise of its equitable jurisdiction, cannot interfere to give relief.” 

S. v. Bevers, 86 N. C., 588, was a case in which defendant perpetrated 
a fraud on the State by purchasing land which he knew had been pre- 
viously granted, and in the opinion Ruffin, J., said on page 592, “There 
is no principle better established than that it is the duty of every court 
to withdraw its countenance from every contract or other act, the di- 
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rect object or probable tendency of which is injurious to good morals 
or contrary to public policy.” “No court will lend assistance to one 
who founds his cause of action upon an illegal act, to which he was 
himself a party. As soon as the court perceives that the action proceeds 
ex turpt causa and.that the plaintiff’s hands are polluted, it withholds 
its aid—not out of any consideration for the defendant, but because it 
will not, on the score of example and public policy, give countenance 
to such a plaintiff.” 

In Brookover v. Hurst, v Met., 665 (Ky.), the court held, “A court 
of equity will not relieve the mortgagor from the consequences 
of his own fraudulent act, nor will it aid the mortgagee in se- (541) 
curing him in the enjoyment of the property, when its inter- 
pretation is necessary for that purpose. The mortgagee is left to his 
legal remedies.” | 

In Creath v. Sims, 5 Howard (U. S.), 204, the following explicit 
language is used: “The following principles of equity jurisprudence 
may be afirmed to be without exception: Whosoever would seek ad- 
“mission into a court of equity must come with clean hands; such a court 
will never interfere in opposition to conscience or good faith. A court 
of conscience touches nothing that is impure, and the answer to the 
party is—however unworthy may have been the conduct of your 
opponent, you are confessedly in part delicto; and precisely, therefore, 
in the position in which you have placed yourself, in that pea we. 
rust leave you.” 

We think all the cases cited can be reconciled with the forego 
general principles. We assume nothing unfavorable to either party 
except as it appears from the allegations and admissions. 

The complaint alleges that the mortgagors, Adrian & Vollers, are 
insolvent; that they executed their notes and mortgage for $90,000 to 
plaintiff, payable three years after date, bearing interest at four per 
cent per annum. Would not a few such transactions close the doors 
of any bank in the State? 

It also alleges that said mortgage was recorded in five several counties, 
giving book and page in each, but failing in each instance to state the | 
day on which it was registered—alleging also that the mortgagee failed 
in business in less than four months and that the mortgagors on the day 
after the bank failure conveyed all their property to defendant E. K. 
Bryan in trust for their creditors. 

Now do not these badges of fraud disclosed in the complaint, with 
the positive allegations of fraud found in the answer, and ad- 
mitted by the plaintiff for the purpose of this action, coupled (542) 
with the secret existence of the mortgage nearly four months 
and until the mortgagee itself is found to be insolvent, all subject to 
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be explained and obviated of course by either party, present a question, 
to wit, the intent of the parties in the execution of the notes and mort- 
gage proper to be heard by a jury upon the proofs? 
. But it is urged that the creditors of Adrian & Vollers are not parties 
to this action and their rights cannot be considered. We answer that 
their trustee, E. K. Bryan, is here resisting plaintiff’s claim. But again, 
be is a subsequent purchaser with notice, and that the Stat. Eliz., sec. 
13 and 27, postpones his to the plaintiff’s claim. We answer that those 
are legal questions to be tried by a court of law and a jury upon the 
evidence, specially as to the intentions of the parties, and that a court 
of equity is not concerned therewith, and will not extend its aid to 
either party; but leave each in the full exercise of his legal rights as 
he may be advised. Then, in a case like the present, in which one 
party alleges fraud and the other admits it, this Court is asked by each 
party for equitable relief, but for reasons already stated we cannot 
extend it to either party. The demurrer is overruled and the cause 
remanded. | 

Judgment reversed. 


Avery, J. (dissenting): It is the universal rule, to which the search 
to find an exception in cases adjudicated in our own Court or elsewhere, 
will be in vain, that the grantor in a fraudulent deed, whether it be 
absolute in form or a mortgage, is not allowed in courts of law or equity 
to impeach his own conveyance for covinous conduct, in which he has 
been a participant and has been equally guilty. Such deeds are de- 

clared to be good inter partes in the sense that neither can ask 
(548) to set them aside for fraud, in equity, because of the necessity, 

as a general rule, of disclosing his own turpitude, and in law, 
because the grantor is estopped to impeach his own deed. This pro- 
position is supported by a consensus of opinion in all courts that ad- 
minister the principles of law and equity as derived from England. 
Brady v. Ellison, 3 N. C., 348; Vick v. Flowers, 5 N. C., 321; Jackson 
v. Marshall, rb., 323; Pinckston v. Brown, 56 N. C., 494; Powell v. 
(vey, 88 N. ©., 256; York v. Merritt, 77 N. C., 2138; Same v. Same, 
80 N. C., 285; Westfall v. Jones, 23 Barb., 9; Brookover v. Hurd, 1 
Metcalf (Ky.), 665; Miller v. Markle, 21 Ill, 152; Bispham Eq,, sec. 
244; Swan v. Scott, 1 Serg. & R., 155; Hvans v. Dravo, 12 Harris,—; 
Williams v. Williams, 10 Casey, 312. 

In York v. Merritt, supra, at page 290, the Court say: “They are 
in part delicto and this Court in the erer¢’ se of its equitable jurisdic- 
tion cannot interfere to give relief.” That was an action brought by the 
plaintiff for the possession of land, where the defendant sought to set 
aside the deed on the ground that it was intended as a mortgage, but 


was executed to defraud the defendant’s creditors. The Court said (page 
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289): “If the intent of the parties in making the deed was to defraud 
the creditors of the defendant, it would make no difference whether the 
deed was intended as a mortgage or an absolute conveyance.” In the 
case of S. v. Bevers, 86 N. C., 588, this Court announced the general 
principle that where a plaintiff alleges an equity that entitles him to 
relief, without disclosing any turpitude on his part, then, proma facie, 
he is entitled to recover; but where it becomes necessary to state, as a 
part of this cause of action, that it originates in or is dependent upon 
the enforcement by the Court of an illegal or fraudulent contract the 
maxim ex turpt causa non oritur actio applies, and the Court 
withholds its aid. Bispham Kq., sec. 248; Bonesteel v. Sullivan, (544) 
104 Pa., 9; Gell v. Henry, 95 Pa., 388; Bigelow Fraud, p. 206; | 
Harris v. Leador, Cro. James, 270; Findlay v. Cooley, 1 Blackf., 262. 

Bigelow, in his work on fraud, pages 206 and 207, says: “‘And the test 
whether a demand connected with an illegal transaction 1s capable of 
being enforced has often been said to be, whether the plaintiff requires 
the aid of the illegal transaction to establish his case. If the plaintiff 
cannot open his case without showing that he has broken the law, the 
court will not assist him. If, on the contrary, the plaintiff can establish 
his (prima facie) case without showing the illegality of the acts of 
the parties, he can recover. There is however, according to other Courts, 
a marked distinction between executed and executory contracts of a 
fraudulent character, where both parties are guilty. The principle 
is the same that the courts will not lend their aid. The executed con- 
tract must therefore stand executed, because the courts will not inter- 
fere; while the executory contract must fall for the same reason.” 

“By common law (says Waite, Fraudulent Conveyances, sec. 429, p. 
593) no person is permitted to take advantage of his own wrong. 
In such cases the doctrine in part delicto applies and where property 
has been fraudulently conveyed to a grantee he will be permitted to retain 
it as against the grantor, not from any merit of his own but because 
the law will not lend its aid to a party seeking to set aside his own fraud- 
ulent act. So equity will not decree a specific performance of an 
agreement by a fraudulent grantee to reconvey the property to the 
debtor.” 
by a fraudulent grantee to reconvey the property to the debtor.” 

In Wilhams v. Williams, supra, it was held that “in a suit upon a 
mortgage against the administratrix of the mortgagor, the latter will 
not be permitted to set up as a defence that the mortgage was 
given with the fraudulent intent of covering the property from (545) 
creditors in case of embarrassment of either of the parties to it.” 

The doctrine, when fully and properly stated, is that whenever it 
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becomes necessary for either of the parties to an executed conveyance 
to invoke the aid of a court of equity on the ground that it was ex- 
ecuted for a fraudulent purpose, in which it appears both were equally 
guilty participants, the court will refuse the aid asked and will leave 
the parties in the same position as to the enforcement of their rights 
that they would have occupied had there been no disclosure of the fraud. 
In our ease had not the defendant set up the fraud and asked the inter- 
position of the Court on that ground, the plaintiff having established, 
as Bigelow says, his prima facie case without disclosing his guilt, was 
entitled to recover. To leave the bank as it stood before the court prior 
to the introduction of the fraudulent transaction, was to concede its 
- right to a decree of foreclosure. The principle is substantially stated 
in two cases relied upon by the plaintiffs’ counsel on the argument. 
Bonesteel v. Sullivan, supra, and Gill v. Henry, 95 Pa. St., 388, In 
the former case (Bonesteel v. Sullivan) the court held that, the deed 
being good inter partes, a mortgagor could not defeat the recovery of 
the mortgage in a bill for foreclosure by disclaiming for the first time 
in the answer a common intent of both parties to defraud other creditors 
of the mortgago,. In Gill v. Henry, supra, the court declared that upon 
the same principle the mortgagor, where the mortgagee did not in his 
bill for foreclosure disclose the fraud, could not set up or prove on the 
trial an agreement between the parties, like that relied on in the answer 
here, that the deed should be withheld from registration in. order to 
defraud other creditors. 
“The person who attempts to cheat others has no right to complain 
if he himself is cheated.” Maite, supra, p. 207. Adrian & Vollers 
(546) executed a contract upon which the plaintiffs have shown prima 
facie its right to the judgment demanded. The defence attempted 
to be set up by the assignee (who, as will presently appear, stands in 
the same relation to the plaintiffs as the assignor) involves the first 
~averment of the turpitude, out of which no right can arise in law or 
equity. As it does not lie in his mouth, after taking with notice of the 
mortgage, to avail himself of such a plea, the Court must deal with the 
cause as though the fraud had never been mentioned. When Bryan, 
the assignee seeks to avoid the deed by showing its fraudulent character, 
he is confronted by the rule laid down in Ellington v. Currie, 40 N. C., 
21, that a court of equity allows only creditors and not “the party or 
those claiming under him” to impeach them under 13 Elis. It is plain 
that, unless the assignee has some right conferred by statute, he stands 
moth in a court of law and a court of equity in the shoes of his grantor 
or assignor, and is estopped both in law and in equity as effectually 
from impeaching the deed of his assignor as his own prior deed for the 
same property. 
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Turner v. Eford, 58 N. C., 106, relied upon by defendant’s counsel, 
fails to come within the principle which is decisive of that at bar, for 
the reason that there the heirs of Turner, who filed a bill to enjoin the 
execution of a writ of possession, claimed under no deed; but the heirs- 

at-law of Eford had recovered upon the conveyance to their ancestor in 
-an action of ejectment. They were not precluded as are Adrian & 
Vollers and their assignee by their own deed or their answer, from 
setting up and proving the fraud. Having the right to avail themselves 
of that defence, when the allegations of their answer were admitted, the 
Court of equity left the parties as they stood—the defendant with 
judgment for possession and a writ in the hands of the Sher- 

iff. The confusion that seems to have arisen about the appli (547) 
cation of the principle to actions for foreclosure, seems to be due 

to the erroneous idea that either party forfeits his claim to relief by 
simply going into equity, when in reality a party is entitled to demand 
any judgment in law or equity to which he can establish his right with- 
out relying upon the fraud as a ground of the relief sought. 

The only remaining question is whether he is at hberty to attack as a 
purchaser under 27 Elizabeth. The statute (Code, sees, 1545 and 1546) 
which are substantially the same as 13 and 27 Elizabeth, except that 
the Act of 1860 so amended the latter as to limit its operation to pur- 
chasers both for full value and without notice, give to creditors of 
bargainors or mortgagors, and purchasers of their interests, but not 
to the bargainors or mortgagors themselves, the right to impeach 
conveyances on the ground that they were executed to hinder, delay 
or defeat or defraud creditors or such purchasers. The controversy is 
narrowed down therefore to the question whether E. K. Bryan, the 
assignee, is a purchaser for value and without notice of the claim of 
the plaintiff under the older conveyance. None of the creditors are 
parties, though they might have been made or might have asked to be 
made defendants in the cause. It may be true that the rule defining 
the relative rights of mortgagor, mortgagee and trustee or assignee of 
the equity of redemption, has been somewhat modified by recent de- 
cisions of this Court. Wallace v. Cohen, 111 N. C., 108; Southerland 
v. Fremont, 107 N. C., 565; Cowen v. Witherow, 112 N. C., 736. But 
the doctrine that such an assignee in a general deed to secure creditors 
is “a purchaser within 13 and 27 Elizabeth” and takes subject only 
to such equities as attached to or bound land in the hands of the debtor, 
has remained undisturbed since it was first formally announced. 

Potts v. Blackwell, 56 N. C., 449; Small v. Small, 74 N. C., 16; (548) 
Wallace v. Cohen and Southerland v. Fremont, supra; Brem v. Lock- 
hart, 93 N. C., 191; Branch v. Griffin, 99 N. C., 178. If Bryan is to 
be deemed a purchaser subject only to the restriction mentioned, what 
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esuperior equities to those of the creditors, whom he represents, are 
shown to have attached before the conveyance to him? The averments 
of the answer being admitted by the demurrer, the bank cannot be 
deemed to have acquired any equitable rights either as against creditors 
or such purchasers by the covinous conspiracy to give to Adrian & Vol- 
lers a false credit and then to deprive those, who should fall into the - 
trap, of the right to subject the property, which was the basis of the ered- 
it exended to them. Some more rigid rule than any founded upon the 
benign principles of equity must be invoked in order to postpone the 
claims of these creditors, represented by Bryan, to those of the plaintiffs, 
admitted to have been acquired, if at all, by a conveyance intended 
by both parties to perpetuate a gross fraud upon the rights of subsequent 
purchasers as well as subsequent creditors. 

But however reprehensible in any aspect, and violative of the rights 
of the creditors represented by Bryan, the admitted covinous arrange- 
ment between the bank and the defendants Adrian & Vollers may have 
been, we find a difficulty that seems insuperable, in the way of con- 
ceding to him as subsequent assignee the right to attack the mortgage 
deed. Bryan admits in his answer that it was “registered on 19 June, 
1893, and that the deed of assignment is correctly set out in the com- 
plaint where plaintiff alleges that it bears date 20 June, 1893.” The 
mortgage deed having been registered on the day before the deed of as- 

signment was executed, Bryan as assignee took with constructive 
(549) notice of it and of everything contained in it. Robinson v. Wil- 

loughby, 70 N. C., 358; Parker v. Banks, 79 N. C., 480; Wharton 
v. Moore, 84 N. C., 479; 2 Pom. Eq. Jur., sec. 692; ib., sec. 665 (4). In 
Triplett v. Witherspoon, 70 N. C., 589, Pearson, C. J., cites Hiatt v. 
Wade, 30 N. C., 380, and quotes from the opinion of Ruffin, C. J., as fol- 
lows: “The statute, 27 Eliza., enacts that conveyances of land, made 
with intent to defraud purchasers shall, only as against purchasers for 
good consideration, be void. Under that act it was of course held that no- 
tice of the fraudulent deed did not impeach the title of the purchaser, be- 
cause the bad faith of the deed vitiated it, and with the notice of the 
deed the purchaser had also notice of the fraud. But the Legislature 
thought proper in 1840 to alter the law and declare that no person 
shall be deemed a purchaser within the meaning of the former act, 
unless he purchase the land for full value thereof without notice at 
the time of his purchase of the conveyance alleged by him to be fraudu- 
lent.” Triplett v. Witherspoon, 74 N. C., 475. 

The distinction which the learned counsel for the defendants attempts 
to draw between the rights of the assignee in a court of law and in a 
court of equity, has not been recognized by this Court. The rule as 
laid down in a court of equity in Ellington v. Currie, 40 N. C., 21, 
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and as applying to cases where such relief if asked under the Code 
practice in York v. Merrit, supra, is, that not only are parties estopped 
from attacking their own deeds as fraudulent, but those in privity: 
or holding under them, which is a synonymous expression, are also as 
fully concluded as the grantor. Bryan, assignee, claims title to the 
equity of redemption by virtue of the deed from Adrian & Vollers, 
and therefore comes within the general rule in courts of law and Equity, 
unless such deeds are declared void as to him by the statute 
(Code, sec. 1546). We have seen that he is not by the statute (550) 
chaser as can claim the right to attack under that section. Hav- 
ing taken “before and at the time of purchase” with notice of the mort- 
gage deed, it is clear then that Bryan is not at liberty to impeach it. 
The other creditors secured by the assignment not being parties, we 
think there was no error in granting the decree of foreclosure. Why they 
have not been made parties to this cause, or have not instituted another 
suit, we are not informed. Unless the Renan of the allegations of. 
the answer by demurrer was merely a pro forma act, intended to raise 
the question, 1t would seem that the mortgage deed might have been 
successfully assailed by them, either as defendants in this or plaintiffs 
in an independent action. 


— Crted: Carr v. Coke, ante, 250; Minning Co. v. Smeliage Co., 119 
N. C., 418; Taylor v. Lauer, 197 N. C, 162; Observer Co. v. Little, 175 
N. C, 44, 


UNITED STATES NATIONAL BANK OF NEW YORK v. 8S. P. McNAIR. 


Action on N ote—Bills and N otes—Commercial Law Set off-—Endorsee. 


1. An endorsee of negotiable paper for value before maturity, without notice 
of any infirmity, takes it clear of all equities and defences. between 
antecedent parties, excepting, only. (1) when, by statute, the paper is 
void in whole or in part from its inception; and (2) when the original 
consideration of the paper is illegal or fraudulent. 


2. One who purchases for value before maturity and without notice of any 
set-offs, several notes, paying one-half of their aggregate face value 
and giving credit to the endorser for the other half, holds all the notes 
free from any right of set-off in favor of the maker as to.any remaining ~ 
unpaid. 


3. In such case, the fact that the purchaser of the notes may have sued and 
recovered on part of them, does not deprive him of the character of a 
purchaser for value so as to let in the right of set-off as to the others. 


(551) 
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4, If a note is not void, illegal or fraudulent, the endorsee who takes it be- 
fore maturity, for value and without notice, gets the title free from all 
equities, regardless of how much or little he may have paid for it. 


Action, tried before his Honor, George H. Brown, and a jury, at 
April Term, 1894, of New Hanover. 

The following issues were submitted to the jury: 

“1. Is the defendant indebted to the plaintiff; and if so in what sum? 

“2. Is the note sued on in this action subject to the set-off pleaded in 
the answer?” 

The plaintiff offered in evidence a note for the sum of $2,500, 
dated 21 November, 1891, and due thirty days after date, executed by 
the defendant, to the First National Bank, of Wilmington, N. C., en- 
dorsed to the plaintiff by said First National Bank before maturity. 
The defendant denied that the plaintiff was a purchaser for value of 
the said note. The defendant introduced as witness in his behalf oe 
Walker, who testified as follows: 

“Y was corresponding clerk of the First National Bank before its 
failure. Our correspondent in New York was the plaintiff. The First 
National Bank repeatedly sent the plaintiff notes for rediscount. The 
note sued on was endorsed to the plaintiff, and sent on for rediscount 
with a batch of other notes, aggregating $17,000, on 21 November, 
1891. These notes were all discounted by the plaintiff, and reported in 
the account current furnished us by the plaintiff under date of 23 
November, 1891.” 

The notes so sent are described in a letter from the plaintiff to the 
First National Bank dated 23 November, 1891, and marked “Exhibit 
A.” (Said letter put in evidence.) The account current furnished to 
the First National Bank by the plaintiff for the month of November, 

1891, was also put in evidence by the defendant. Telegram dated 
(552) 25 November, 1891, signed H. M. Bowden, to the plaintiff, was 

also put in evidence. The telegram stated. “First National Bank 
of Wilmington has suspended until further notice.” Also telegram 
from the defendant to the plaintiff, dated 27 November, 1891. The 
telegram stated, “Deposits in First National Bank to set-off note favor 
Bowden cashier. Can you return note to Bank?’ was also put in evi- 
dence, the said telegram being a night message. 
§. P. McNair testified as follows: “When the First National Bank 
failed on 25 November, 1891, I had on deposit in said bank, subject to 
check, $2,683.01.” 

J. G. Boney was also called as a witness by the defendant, and the 
defendant offered to prove by this witness that a note of Boney & Har- 
per’s, for the sum of $5,000, was one of the notes in the batch of notes for 
$17,000 endorsed by the First National Bank of the plaintiff at the same 
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time with the note in suit, and which was sent to the plaintiff on 21 No- 
vember, 1891, fot rediscount, and was discounted, that suit had been 
brought by the plaintiff, and since suit had been brought they had paid 
thereon into court for the use of the plaintiff the sum of $1,900. This 
evidence was excluded by the court upon the plaintiff’s objection, and the 
defendant excepted. This was offered as tending to show that the plain- 
tiff had received back a part of the money which it had paid out on these 
notes and is not a purchaser for value. | 

The defendant offered to prove that there was a note of Morris Bear 
& Bro., for $2,000 also rediscounted in the same batch of notes of 23 
November, 1891; that said note was sent out for suit, and suit brought, 
and it was paid. 

This evidence was also excluded, and the defendant excepted. The 
court instructed the jury that they should answer the first issue 
—$2,500, with interest at the rate of 8 per cent per annum (553) 
from 24 December, 1891, till paid; and answer the second issue, 

“No. 33 

The j jury having returned their verdict in accordance with his Honor: s 
instructions, judgment was rendered as stated in the record. 

The defendant moved for a new trial, and appealed from the refusal, 
assigning the following errors: | 

“1, For that his Honor excluded all the evidence tending to show that 
the plaintiff had received back part of the money it had actually paid on 
the discount of the notes, and was not a. purchaser for value.” 

Motion overruled. Appeal. _ 

The defendant assigned as error on appeal the excluding by the court 
of all the testimony tending to show that the plaintiff had received back 
a part of the money which it had actually paid out on the batch of notes 
referred to and was not a purchaser for value. 


Exhibit A” was as follows: 


New York, 23 November, 1891. 
Wa. S. O’B. Rosrnson, Receiver. 
H. M. B. &c., 
Wilmington, N. C. 
We have this day discounted the following notes contained in your 


favor of the 21st inst., and proceeds of same placed to your credit, AS 
- follows: 
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(554) 

Boney & Harper, due 12 Dec. "91 ........ “$ 5,000 $15.83 
McNair & Pearsall, due 22 Dec. *91 .......... 5,000 24.17 
M. Bear & Bro., due 24 Dec, 91 .......... 2,000 10.33 
S. P. McNair, due 24 Dee, 91 ............. 9,500 12.92. 
B. F. Mitchell & Son, due 23 Dec. °91........ 2,500 25.42 

Amount of notes......... $17,000 - 

Less discount at 6 per cent......... 88.67 
: | Proceeds, .. . . $16,011.33 


JoHn J. McAvLirrs. 


S.C. Weil and Shepherd & Busbee for plainteff. 
George Rountree for defendant. 


Cuark, J. The familiar general rule is that an endorsee of negotiable 
paper, for value, before maturity, without notice of any infirmity, takes 
it clear of all equities and defences between antecedent parties, and is 
of course entitled to recover the full amount of the same, according to 
its tenor. The exceptions to this rule are: 1. When by statute the 
paper is void in whole or in part from its inception as for usury. In 
such cases it is void to the same extent into whosesoever hands it may 
pass, even if acquired before maturity, for value and without. notice, 
and the sole remedy of the holder for the deficiency is against the en- 
dorser. Ward v. Sugg, 113 N. C., 489, and cases there cited. 2. Where 
the original consideration of the paper is illegal or fraudulent, or it 
is taken as collateral security, the right of recovery 1s restricted to 
the consideration actually paid by the endorsee before notice of the 
fraud (Dresser v. Missouri, 98 U. S., 95) or the amount of the debt 
to which it is collateral. Kerr v. Cowen, 17 N. C., 356. But the ex- 

ception does not extend further, not even to cases where the note 
(555) was issued without any consideration, though it may be pur- 

chased by the endorsee for less than its face. Daniel v. Wilson, 
21 Minn., 530. These propositions are also sustained (among a wealth 
of authorities) by 1 Daniel Neg. Inst. (4 Ed.), section 758 and 758), 
Allaire v. Hartshorn, 1 Zabriskie, 663; Stalker v. McDonald, 6 Hill, 
93; Hdwards v. Jones, 7 Car. & P., 633; Williams v. Huntington, 6 Am. 
St. 477; Cromwell v. County of Sac., 96 U. S., 51; Hubbard v. Chapin, 
2 Allen, 328. Still less does the exception extend to a case like the 
present, in which there was neither fraud nor illegality, and where the 
note was executed for full consideration and endorsed to the plaintiff 
before maturity, without notice of set-off, and upon payment of half 
the purchase money, credit for the balance being entered on the books 


subject to check by the endorser. To so extend the exception would not 
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only be without precedent, but would impair the freedom of transfer 
and negotiability which is the distinctive feature of commercial paper, 
by means of which so large a part of the business of the world is trans- 
acted. Could the maker, after rediscount of this paper, by notifying 
the endorsee that he held a set-off against his note, have prevented the 
endorser from having its checks for the unpaid balance paid by the 
endorsee? And wherein does the endorser’s insolvency extend the 
maker’s rights in this regard? Has not the receiver the same right to 
check out this balance that the endorser would have had, if it had re- 
mained solvent? But where there is fraud, it is different, and the en- 
dorsee could not have paid the endorser’s check for the balance after 
notice. Indeed the same contention as in this case was presented 
and passed on in Bank v. McNair, 114 N. C., 335, which concerned 
this same transaction, and is between the ae plaintif and one of 
the defendants in that action. 
There were five notes aggregating $17,000, endorsed at the 

seme time by the First National Bank of Wilmington to the (556) 
plaintiff and rediscounted by it. In the trial of this action, 
which is brought on one of said notes, the defendant offered evidence 
to show that the plaintiff had recovered on two others of this batch 
of notes $3,900, “as tending to show that the plaintiff had recovered 
back a part of the money which it had paid out on these notes, and 
is not a purchaser for value.” As the plaintiff paid $8,102 in cash 
on the purchase of said notes, besides giving the credit for the balance 
(after deducting discount), the evidence would not in any view have 
shown that the plaintiff was not still a purchaser for value. If there 
was part payment the title to the paper passes to the purchaser where 
there is no fraud, while, if there is fraud, it does not, and the endorsee 
is only entitled in equity to the payment he has made before notice 
of the fraud. The plaintiff has a right, as such purchaser, to collect in 
full all five of the notes, in which event it will owe the First National 
Bank the $8,808 placed to its credit by reason of the balance due on the 
purchase of said five notes, but should there be a deficiency in collecting 
the full amount of all the notes, the plaintiff might off-set such deficiency 
upon the $8,808 to the credit of the Wilmington Bank; for, by the matur- 
ity of the notes without payment, the plaintiff holds a liability against 
the First National Bank of Wilmington for $17,000 and interest. The 
$8,102 in cash, and the credit of $8,808, were on no particular note but 
on the rediscount value of all five. There is no principle of law that 
the collection of the notes the plaintiff may be persuaded to sue on 
first, will exonerate the other notes and enable the makers of the other 
notes thereupon to plead against the endorsee any sets-off they may have 
against the payee. Such rule will make the rights of parties depend, 
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(557) not upon .the equal and impartial application of the princi- 

ples of law to all five notes, but upon the election of the endor- 
see as to which notes he will be pleased to exhaust first. The plaintiff 
holds. all the notes without liabilit] for sets-off, and any surplus it may 
collect over and above the cash paid the Wilmington Bank, discount and 
interest added, will.go to the First National Bank of Wilminieton to 
be disbursed in the settlement of its liabilities. 

The unpaid purchase money is due the endorser, and not the meters 
of the note. As to such unpaid balance, there is the right of set-off as 
between the endorsee and endorser, but not between the endorsee and 
maker, unless the note is void, illegal or fraudulent. The hardship of 
the defendant in this case, in not obtaining his set-off, is no greater than 
in any other case, where a note (as to which there is no fraud or illegal- 
ity) is assigned before maturity and for value and without notice, 
though the maker holds sets-off against it. 

It can make no possible difference to the maker whether the endorsee 
paid full value or less, or whether the payment was all cash or partly 
credit. If the note is not void, illegal or fraudulent, the endorsee who 
takes it for value, before maturity and without notice, gets the title free 
from all equities, no matter how much he pays. On the other hand, 
though he pays f ullvalue in cash, he will still be lable to equities, if 
he did not take before maturity, for value and without notice. These are 
the three requirements to protect the holder of negotiable paper, and 
there is no precedent or reason to add as a fourth that the amount 
must be paid in cash, to the full amount agreed to be paid. 

N ) Error. 7 


Cited: Pika v. Cray, 126 oy. C., 880; Bank v. Walser, 162 
N. C., 62. 


(558) 


DUNCAN M. WILLIAMS v. THE SOUTHERN BELL TELEPHONE AND 
_ TELEGRAPH COMPANY. 


Action for Damages—Practice—Removal of Cause—Jurisdiction— 
Evidence—Master and Servant—Principal and Agent —Declaration 
of Servant. 


1. An application for removal of a cause from a State to a Federal Court 
on the ground cf. local prejudice must be made to the Federal, and not to 
the State Court. 
. Where the ground for removal of a cause from the State to the Federal 
Court is diversity of citizenship, the application must be made to the 
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State Court, and at the term at which the answer should be filed; other- 

wise, the right to removal is forfeited. Hence, where the answer should 
have been filed at April Term of a court, which adjourned a week earlier 
than the time allowed by law, and an answer filed on the 15th of June 
following was treated as if filed in time,,an application to remove made 
at the time of actually filing the answer, was too late. . 


8. In the trial of an action against a corporation for damages for personal 
injuries sustained by the plaintiff through the negligence of defendant’s 
servant, evidence of an admission by defendant’s general manager made 
after the injury occurred, that the person who caused the injury was 
a servant of the defendant, is inadmissible. 


4, If two witnesses testify to the same state of facts, but the auido of 
one is competent and the other is not, the party against whom the evi- 
dence is given is entitled to a new trial because the court cannot know 
which witness the jury believed. 


Action for alleged injury to the plaintiff, ‘sustained through the 
negligence of defendant, heard before Boykin, J., at September Term, 
1894, of New Hanover. Summons issued on 1 March, 1894, return- 
able to April Term, 1894, of New Hanover. This Court, according 
to law, should have commenced on-15 April, 1894, but owing to the 
absence of the Judge it did not in fact commence until the 
17th, and adjourned on the evening of the 20th. Plaintiff filed (559) 
his complaint on 17 April, and defendant on 15 June, 1894, 
filed an answer and a petition and bond for removal to the Cireuit 
Court of the United States for trial, and at September Term, 1894, 
of New Hanover Superior Court, moved for an order of removal to 
said Circuit Court. ‘This order was refused and defendant excepted 
and assigns this refusal to remove as one es of error in this ap- 
peal. 

The plaintiff was introduced as a witness in his own behalf and 
was allowed to testify under the objection of defendant, that “I saw 
the darkey after I was hurt. I do not know his name, and did not 
know then in whose employ he was. I found out, Mr. Coghill told 
me, that the darkey was one of the company’s servants, working for 
them at the time.” Defendant excepted. It was admitted that Coghill 
is the local manager in Wilmington of the defendant company, which 
is a foreign corporation. There were some other exceptions, but a 
consideration of these two will dispose of the case on appeal. 


A. M. Waddell and N. J. Rouse for plaintiff. 
Jones & Tillett, Shepherd & Bushee and Iredell Meares for defendant. 


Furouss, J. (after stating the case): We do not think the de- 
fendant’s first exception, based upon the refusal to remove the case to 
the Circuit Court for trial, can be sustained. In defendant’s applica- 
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tion to remove the case two grounds are alleged: First, A diversity of 
citizenship—that plaintiff is a citizen of North Carolina, and the de- 
fendant a citizen of New York; and Secondly, The ground of local 
prejudice. 
This ground of local prejudice should have been made to 
(560) the Cireuit Court, if made at all. The State Court had no 
right to entertain or consider a motion for removal, based upon 
this ground. Blackwell v. R. R., 107 N. C., 217. The State Court 
had the right to grant the motion upon the ground of diversity of 
citizenship, if it had been made in apt time, that is during April Term, 
1894, of the Superior Court of New Hanover. This was not done. 
The term of the court ended on the evening of 20 April, and the de- 
fendant’s petition and bond for removal were not filed until 15 June 
following. By this delay, the defendant forfeited all rights 1t may 
have had to removal, and indeed the court lost its power to make the 
removal. 2 Foster Federal Practice, section 3885, p. 823; Pullman 
Palace Car Co. v. Speck, 113 U. S., 925 (Coop. Ed.) and cases cited. 

The learned counsel for defendant contend that as the April Term of 
New Hanover Court closed a week earlier than the time allowed by — 
law, and as the defendant filed an answer on 15 June, which was after- 
wards treated as an answer, the time for making the motion to remove 
was extended, and defendant’s application was in time, and they cite 
the case of Wilcox v. Insurance Co., as authority for this contention. 
This opinion is by Judge Simonton, for whose opinions this Court 
has very great respect. But it is not of that class of cases that we would 
feel bound:to follow, unless we find it sustained by reason and pre- 
cedent. Judge Simonton admits that there are quite a number of 
cases that appear to differ with this opinion of his, and that as many 
-as two opinions of other Circuit Court Judges are directly in point 
against this opinion. But this case of Judge Simonton is not in 
point, and our opinion in this case is not in conflict with the opinion 
of Judge Simonton, 60 Fed. Rep., 929. In that case, there was an 

order of court extending the time for defendant to answer for 
(561) 20 days. And defendant’s application to remove was made 

within this 20 days, and he puts his order to remove upon that 
ground. In our case, there is no order of court extending the time for 
defendant to answer. And therein is the distinction between that case — 
and our case. 

But Wilcox v. Insurance Co., supra, is directly in conflict with 2 
Foster Fed. Pr., secs. 3 and 5, p. 823, and with the decision of the 
Supreme Court of the United States. Pullman Car Co. v. Spect, 
supra. | | 

But the evidence of plaintiff that “I found out afterwards, Mr. Cog- 
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hill told me, that the darkey was one of the company’s servants, work- 
ing for them at the time,” was incompetent and should have been re- 
jected by the court upon the objection of defendant. 

This was a statement made by Coghill some months after plaintiff 
received the injury complained of—was not part of the res gestae and 
was therefore incompetent. The fact that Coghill was the general 
manager of the defendant makes no difference. He was still but an em- 
ployee of the defendant, and not the defendant; and any statement of 
his that was not a part of the res gestae was but hearsay and incom- 
petent. Rumbough v. Improvement Co., 112 N. C., 751; Southerland 
v. R. R., 106 N. C., 100; Edgerton v. BR. B., 115 N. con 645; Branch v. 
R. R., 88 N.C., 573 ; Smith v. R. R., 68 N. C., 107. 

This fostiniony ee plaintiff was directly in point upon the main 
issue, submitted to the jury, and entitled the defendant to a new trial, 
unless the error of the court in admitting this evidence is cured by 
the affidavit of defendant, which was put in evidence by plaintiff, and 
this is the contention of plaintiff. 

If two witnesses testify to the same state of facts, but the evidence 

of one is competent and the other is not, the party against 
whom the evidence is given is entitled to a new trial because (562) 
the Court cannot know which witness the jury believed. S. v. 
Allen, 8 N. C., 6. But plaintiff insists that this case is different from 
S. v. Allen, supra, and that class of cases. That here, the affidavit is 
the declaration of defendant and the jury is bound to believe it. The 
Court agrees with the plaintiff as to this proposition of law. And 
this brings us to the consideration of the admissions contained in the 
affidavit. If they are the same as the declarations of Coghill, testified 
to by plaintiff, or as full and direct as the declarations of Coghill, 
though not in the same terms, then it seems that the error of the court 
in admitting Coghill’s declarations would be cured. 

At first, the writer of this opinion was of that opinion. But upon 
a more careful examination and comparison of the affidavit and the 
declarations of Coghill, tesified to by plaintiff, I am of a different 
opinion. Then we do not think the admissions in the affidavit are 
equivalent to the declarations of Coghill, as testified to by the plaintiff; 
and in fact upon an examination of-the Judge’s charge, we find that 
he does not refer to the affidavit in any manner whatever; but the 
attention of the jury is specially called to the declarations of Coghill, 
in the following language: “As to the fact that the poles at the inter- 
section of the streets where the accident is alleged to have occurred, be- 
longed to the defendant company, Coghill, who was agent and representa- 
tive of the company, admitted to the plaintiff, in a conversation subse- 
quent to the accident, that the party employed in the arrangement of the 
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glass insulators was a servant of the defendant company.” Upon this 
instructien, specially calling the attention of the jury to the declarations 
of Coghill, telling them that Coghill “‘admitted that the party 
(563) employed was a servant of the defendant company,” we cannot 
say that the declarations of Coghill did not influence the verdict 
of the jury. Indeed we think it most probable they did. 

We considered the question of removal because, upon awarding a 
new trial, that question would be the first to present itself, and there- 
fore should be disposed of. 

New Trial 


Cited: Howard v. RB. R., 122 N. C., 950; Neal v. R. R., 126 N. c: 
641; Summerrow v. Branch, 128 N. C., 205; Morgan v. Benefit Soc., 
167 N. C., 265; Patterson v. Lumber Co., 175 N. C., 92; Lumber Co. 
v. Arnold, 179 N. C., 277. 


WILMINGTON, ONSLOW AND EAST CAROLINA RAILROAD COMPANY 
COMMISSIONERS OF ONSLOW COUNTY. 


County ee to Ratlroads—County Bonds—LHlection—Duty of 
County Commissioners. 


J. In submitting te the vote of tee electors of a county the question of sub- 
scription of county bonds in aid of a railroad, a substantial compliance 
by the county commissioners with chap. 233, Acts of 1885, as amended 
by ch. 89, Acts of 1887, is sufficient, if there be no fraud. 


2. Where, at such election, a majority of the qualified voters of the county 
vote for the subscription it is the duty of the county commissioners to 
issue the bonds. 


Action commenced 7 March, 1893, in Onstow, and removed there- 
from on notice of the plaintiff to and tried before Boykin, J., and a 
jury, at November Term, 1894, of Lenorr. The object of the action 
and the contentions of the parties are set out in the opinion of 
Associate Justice Furches. On the trial the plaintiff submitted to a non- 
suit in deference to the opinion of his Honor that, on the evidence, the 
plaintiff could not recover, and appealed. 


(564) 


A. M. Waddell and N. J. Rouse for plaintiff. 
M. de W. Stevenson for defendant. 


Furcuss, J. This action is for ¢ mandamus to compel defendant 


to issue to plaintiff $30,000 in coupon bonds, under Laws 1885, ch, 
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223, as amended by Laws 1887, ch. 89, in which plaintiff contends 
that defendant submitted the question under said Acts to the qualified 
voters of Onslow County, and that a majority of the qualified voters 
of said county voted in favor of “subscription,” thereby authorizing 
and making it the duty of defendant to issue said bonds to plaintiff. 
This demand is resisted upon the ground that plaintiff has no right 
to said bonds, and that defendant is not authorized to issue the same; 
and defendant alleges that the election held on 24 January, 1888, was 
irregular, in that, the Act of 1887 required said election to be held 
within 40 days, which was not done. That it does not appear that 30 
days’ notice of said election was given, as the law required. That a 
new registration was ordered, which was contrary to law and there- 
fore void. That a majority of the qualified voters of Onslow did not 
vote to issue said bonds, and if they did so vote, it has never been so 
declared by defendants, and they now refuse so to declare, and to issue 
said bonds. . & 

It is too clear for argument that defendant has no authority to issue 
the bonds demanded in plaintiff’s complaint, unless a majority of the 
qualified voters of Onslow County have, by their vote given, in pur- 
suance of law, authority to defendant to do so. Const. N. C., Art. VII, 
sec. 7, And on the other hand it seems clear to us, that if a majority 
of the qualified voters of said county, at an election held under and 
pursuant to law, have voted for the issue of said bonds, then 
it is the duty of defendant to issue the same, and the Court will (565) 
compel defendant to do so. 

Then it is not denied that the Acts of 1885 and 1887, supra, author- 
ized the holding of an election, and it is not denied that an election was 
held under said Acts for the purpose of determining the question whether 
said bonds should be issued or not. This much is ‘undisputed ground. 

But defendant says, although this is true, that said election was held 
in pursuance of said Acts, it was not held according to the. requirements 
of said Acts. That said Acts required that said election should be 
held within forty days from the date of the order of defeadant, calling 
the same, and this election was not held within forty days from the 
date of the order of defendant, calling the same, and is therefore void. 

But plaintiff in reply to this says that time was not of the es- 
sence; that being the will of qualified voters, and where it is not shown 
that there was fraud or design in postponing the election, it will not 
‘vitiate or make the election illegal and void. 21 Mich., 324; 14 Barb., 
259; 23 Ill., 487. That the tume mentioned in the act was not manda- 
tory, but only directory. Grady v. Commissioners, 74 N. C., 101. 

But defendant says, if said election is not void for the reason that 
it was not held within the time mentioned, there was a new regis- 
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tration of voters ordered, which vitiates and renders said election void, 
and cites Smith v. Wilmington, 98 N. C., 3438. But, upon examination 
of this case, we find it is put expressly upon the charter of Wilmington, 
which provided that there should not be a new registration of voters 
ordered oftener than once in every two years. And it was shown 
there had already been one registration during that year. While the 

general law, Code, sec. 2675, which applies to the case now 
(566) under consideration, expressly provides that the county com- 

missioners may order a new registration before any election; and 
Chief Justice Merrimon so states in his dissenting opinion in the case 
of Smith v. Wilmington, supra. 

But defendant again says, it is not shown that said election had been 
advertised for thirty days, as the law requires. But when defendant 
admits there was an election held under defendant’s directions and 
management, the law will not be so unjust to defendant, as to presume 
that defendant did not perform the duties required by law. But on 
the other hand it will presume it did its duty. 

But defendant again says, if said election is not void for any of the 
reasons above stated, it was necessary that the commissioners should 
pass upon and declare the result of said election; that this has never 
been done, and they do not propose to do so, and cite Claybrook v. 
Commissioners, 114 N. C., 453, as authority for this position. But, 
upon examination of this case, we find that it holds that if the commis- 
sioners had declared that a majority of the qualified voters of the town 
had voted for the subscription, bonds had been issued and gone into 
the hands of innocent purchasers for value, the town would have been 
bound to pay them, though in fact a majority of the qualified voters 
had not voted for the subscription. But it does not hold that because 
the commissioners had not declared the result showing that a majority 
had voted for subscription, the election was void. But, that the com- 
missioners having failed to declare that a majority had voted for 
the subscription, left it an open “question for the jury to determine” 
upon the evidence. And this case brushes away the straws, such as 
that the election was held on the 30th and reported on the 3d, that they 
voted “for subscription,” and “against subscription,” instead of voting 

“subseription” and “no subscription,” as provided in the Act 
(567) authorizing the election; and that the petitioners styled them- 

selves “voters and tax-payers” instead of “residents and tax- 
payers” as,provided in the Act; and takes a broad, catholic. view of 
the whole matter, which goes to the merits of the controversy. 

Suppose then we were to try the question as to whether a majority 
of the qualified voters of Onslow County voted for this subscription, . 
what would necessarily be the result? The plaintiff, upon this point, 
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introduced the following evidence without objection: “The record of 
the officer of register of deeds of Onslow County, showing the vote of. 
the different precincts, tabulated result, etc.; of said election held on 
24 January, 1888, as follows:—Election held 24 January, 1888, for 
subscription or no subscription for Wilmington, Onslow & East Car- 
olina Railroad.” 

“To the Board of Canvassers or the Clerk of the Supercor Court of 
Onslow County: Abstract of votes cast at an election held for, and 
chapter 233, Laws 1885 (giving returns from each precinct, aieropating, 
for subscription 935, no subscription 345, with registered voters 1648).” 


“To the Board of Commissioners for Onslow County: Having opened, 
canvassed and judicially determined the original returns of the election 
in the several precincts in the county, held as above stated, do hereby 
certify as Chairman of said Board that the above is a true abstract 
thereof, and contains the number of said ballots cast in each precinct 
for subscription and no subscription, and the number of votes given in 
said election for the said purpose, 26 January, 1888. (Signed E. L. 
Frank, Jr., Chairman Board County Canvassers; Hill King, Secre- 
tary, et al.) I hereby certify that this is a true copy of the original 
filed in the office of the Clerk of the Superior Court of Onslow County, 
North Carolina. (Signed E. L. Frank, Jr., Chairman Board County 
Canvassers.) It is admitted that said election was held on the 
24th January, 1888.” (568) 


And the defendant introduced no testimony. Now it seems 
to us that it was the duty of the Judge trying the case to have instructed 
the jury that if they believed the evidence, to find the second issue 
“Vos, 3? 

This is assuming that the commissioners had not declared the result 
of the election of the 24th of January, 1888, and that the case was being 
tried upon the evidence, under the law as declared in the case of Clay- 
brook v. Commissioners, supra. But it appears to us that a reasonable 
and fair construction of this evidence shows that the vote was can- 
vassed, the result ascertained and declared, showing that a majority 
of the registered voters of said county had voted for subscription, and 
that a majority of the registered voters was a majority of the qualified 
voters of the county. Southerland v. Goldsboro, 96 N. C., 49. 

We think the object of all elections 1s to ascertain, f oe and truthfully 
the will of the people—the qualified voters. That registration, notice of 
elections, poll-holders, judges, ete., are all parts of the machinery pro- 
vided by law to aid in attaining the main object—the will of the voters; 
and should not be used to defeat the object which they were intended: 
to aid. This being so, it is held that a substantial compliance with 
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the provisions of the statute, under which the election is held, is suffi- 
.clent. | 
We have treated this case as if the plaintiff was a tax-payer, or some 
one interested in defeating the result of this election. And we 
(569) have been showing it would be valid against the attacks of such 
parties. But that is not the case here. The plaintiff is trying to 
sustain its validity, while the defendant is trying to defeat the plain- 
tiff by alleging its own faults, and thereby trying to take advantage 
of its own wrong. How far this would be allowed is not necessary 
for us to say here. 

And, not to be misunderstood by this observation, we again repeat 
what we have heretofore said,—that defendants had no power to submit 
“the question of subscription to the voters of Onslow. Couny, outside of 
the powers given by the Legislature. And they have no power to issue 
the bonds demanded by plaintiff, unless a majority of the qualified 
voters voted for the subscription. But, having the power to submit 
the question, a substantial compliance with the formalities of the statute 
in submitting the question to the people, if there was no fraud prac- 
ticed, and no design in doing so to impose on the people and get them 
to do what they would not have done if there had been a literal com- 
pliance with the terms of the statute in submitting the question is 
sufficient. And if a majority of the qualified voters of the county 
voted for the subscription, it 1s the duty of defendant to issue bonds. 

There is error, and the plaintiff is entitled to have the Judgment 

of nonsuit set aside, and a 
New Trial. 


Cited: Claybrook v. Comrs., 117 N. C., 462; Quinn v. Lattimore, 
120 N. C., 433; Mayo v. Comrs., 122 N. C., 12; Charlotte v. Shepard, 
4b., 603; McNeely v. Morganton, 125 N. C., 879; Cox v. Comrs., 146 
N. C., 568; Hill v. Skinner, 169 N. C.,.409, 415; Woodall v. Highway 
Commission, 176 N. C., 389; Comrs., v. Malone, 179 N. C., 608 Riddle v. 
Cumberland, 180 N. C., 328. 


(570) 


STATE ON THE RELATION oF HAMILTON G. EWART v. THOMAS A JONES. 


Reigpenment of Court—Vacancy in Office of a aa 
by Governor. 


The General Assembly, by ch. 75, Acts of 1895, establishing a Criminal Court 
with one judge, provided that the General Assembly should “elect a 
person to fill the vacancy in said office, which shall be caused by the rati- 
fication of this Act.” The Act was ratified on the 23d of February, 1895, 
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but the election of plaintiff to fill the office of Judge was not held until the 
27th February, 1895. The Governor refused the application of the plain- 
tiff for a commission as Judge and appointed the defendant to the office. 
Heid, in an action in the nature of quo warranto, that between the time 
of the ratification of the Act and the election of the plaintiff to fill the 
office no such vacancy existed as is contemplated in Art. 4, sec. 25, and 
Art. 8, section 10, of the Constitution. (Avery, J., concurs in the deci- 
sion of the Court that the plaintiff is entitled to the office, but dissents 
from the conclusion that there was no “vacancy” in the interim between 
the ratification of the act and the election of plaintiff. ) | | 


Quo warRAnto, heard upon a case agreed, before Graham, J., 
March Term, 1895, of BuncomsBe. 

There was a idement for the defendant and plaintiff appealed. The 
facts appear in the opinion of Farrcnotu, C. J. 


F. H. Busbee and T. R. Purnell for plaintiff. 
W. W.-Jones, F, A. Sondley, Shepherd & Busbee and T. F. David- 
son for defendant. 


Farrctotru, C. J. Under our form of government the sovereign power 
resides with the people and is exercised by their representatives in the 
General Assembly. The only limitation upon this power is 
found in the organic law, as declared by the delegates of the (571) 
people in convention assembled from time to time. In the Con- 
stitution of 1868 these limitations are found, bearing upon judicial 
questions, mainly in Article IV; and in section 4 the judicial power is 
vested in a Court for the trial of impeachments, a Supreme Court, 
Superior Courts, Courts of Justices of the Peace and Special Courts, 
and the power of such Special Courts, as defined in section 19 of the 
same article, was declared in S. v. Pender, 66 N. C., 318. 

In the same article, sec. 31, it was provided that the Governor should 
fill all vacancies occurring in the offices provided for by this article of 
the Constitution “unless otherwise provided for,” and it was held by 
this Court that the words “unless otherwise provided for” meant unless 
otherwise provided for in this Constitution. In the Constitution of 
1868 no Criminal Court, nor any other Court, than those provided in 
Art. IV, sec. 4, could be established by the Legislature, and it is ¢x- 
pressly provided in Art. IIT, sec. 10, that “the Governor shall appoint 
all officers whose offices are established by this Constitution, or which 
shall be created by law, and whose appointments are not otherwise 
provided for, and no such officer shall be appointed or elected by the 
General Assembly.” Thus it was according to the decisions of this 
Court cited under the appropriate sections in the present Constitution. 

The Convention of 1875 revised and amended the Constitution of 
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1868 in several respects, and in the following, bearing on the present 
question : 

1. In Art. ITI, see. 10—“The Governor shall . . . appoint all 
officers, whose offices are established by this Constitution, and whose 
appointments are not otherwise provided for’—omitting the words 
“and no such officer shall be appointed or elected by the General As- 

sembly,” found in the corresponding article and section of the 
(572) Constitution of 1868. 

2. In Art. IV, section 2—‘‘The judicial power of the State 
shall be vested in a Court for the trial of impeachments, ete., and such 
other Courts inferior to the Supreme Court as may be established by 
law.” 

3. In Art. IV, section 25—“All vacancies occurring in the offices pro- 
vided for by this article of the Constitution shall be filled by the ap- 
pointments of the Governor, unless otherwise provided for” ... “If 
any person elected or appointed to any of said offices shall neglect and 
fail to qualify, such office shall be appointed to, held and filled as pro- 
vided in eases of vacancies occurring therein.” 

4, In Art. IV, sec. 30—“In case the General Assembly shall establish 
other Courts inferior to the Supreme Court, the presiding officers and 
clerks thereof shall be elected in such manner as the General Assembly 
may from time to time prescribe, and they shall hold their offices for 
a term not exceeding eight years.” 

Upon this last section 30, the plaintiff’s right to therotieo-aied for 
depends. 

From this review we find that under the Constitution of 1868 the 
Governor filled all vacancies provided for therein not otherwise pro- 
vided for, and that no such officer could be appointed or elected by the 
General Assembly, and that the Legislature had no power to establish 
other courts. And we find in the Constitution of 1875, section 30, 
supra, that the Legislature is invested with power to establish other 
courts inferior to the Supreme Court and to prescribe the manner of 
electing the presiding officers and clerks thereof, and this power excludes 
any authority in the executive to fill such an office under the provisions 
of the Constitution to fill vacancies. This seems to be the plain and nat- 
ural meaning of the language of sections 30, 31, and other sections. In 

further support of such construction and of the intention, we were 
(573) furnished with the Convention Journal of ,1875, pages 175, 176, 

showing by a direct vote that the Convention refused to incor- 
porate the words “and no such officer shall be appointed or elected 
by the General Assembly,” as it was in section 4 of the Constitution 
of 1868, The intent of the Convention in making those changes is 
too plain to require further comment. 
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The General Assembly, Act 1895, ch. 75, in pursuance of Art. IV, 
sec. 30, supra, established a Criminal Circuit, composed of Buncombe, 
Madison, Haywood and Henderson counties, providing for one judge 
and prescribing the powers, jurisdiction, etc., of said Court. Section 
7— ‘That such Judge may be removed from office for the same causes 
and in the same manner as a judge of the Superior Court, and all 
vacancies in said office shall be filled by appointment of the Governor, 
and the person so appointed by the Governor shall hold his office until 
the next general election, provided that the General Assembly now in 
session shall elect a person to fill the vacancy in said office, which will be 
caused by the ratification of this act. Ratified 23 February, 1895.” 

On 27 February, 1895, the Legislature elected the plaintiff, by the 
requisite majority, a judge of said Criminal Circuit to fill the office 
as provided in said Act. On 12 March following the plaintiff applied 
to the Governor for his commission, which was refused, and on the 
next day the Governor nominated, appointed and commissioned the de- 
fendant as Judge of said Criminal Circuitg who is now in possession 
thereof. 

This exercise of power by the Governor, was without authority in the 
Constitution or the Act of Assembly. There was no vacancy in the 
office, such as is contemplated by the Constitution to be filled by the 
Governor. There was in fact no vacancy. It was simply the 
short interim between the establishment of the office and the (574) 
election of the person to fill it. Was it necessary for the Legisla- 
ture to elect the officer in the same breath that created the office, in 
order to prevent a constitutional vacancy to be filled by the executive, 
when the act itself declared the purpose of that body to elect the 
oficer? The question seems to furnish the answer. The fact that 
the word “vacancy” is used in the proviso does not affect the question. 
Suppose the Legislature had declared that the interim of four days 
should or should not be a vacancy, that would not help the matter; 
for it is not the province of that body to determine the legal effect and 
consequences of its own action. It is manifest that the purpose was 
to prevent a constitutional vacancy. Cloud v. Wilson, 72 N. C., 155, 
has been invoked on this question. There, D. H. Starbuck had been 
duly elected Judge of the 8th Judicial District, and after long delay 
he declined to accept and so notified the Governor. This Court held 
that to be a vacancy to which the Governor should appoint, ex neces- 
sttate, as the Legislature was forbidden to fill the place by Article III, 
sec. 10, and on the further ground that the public would suffer without 
a judge for the district. Here, the Legislature had the constitutional 
power to create the office and fill it, and the plaintiff was ready, and 
tried to enter promptly. There is no analogy. 
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Our opinion then is that the plaintiff is entitled to the office sued 
for, and that the judgment below is 

Reversed. 

_ Avery, J. (coneurring)::’The power to fill by appointment all va- 
eancies occurring in the offices provided for by the Article devoted 
to the Judicial Department was conferred upon the Governor of the 

State, both by section 31 of Article IV of the Constitution of 
(575) 1868, and by that section as amended by the Constitutional 

Convention of 1875 (Const., Art. IV, sec. 25)  uness other- 
wise provided for. The provisions added to the original section 
were manifestly made, in view of the decision of this Court in 
Cloud: v. Wilson, 72 N. C., 155, and were intended to limit the 
tenure of the appointees of the Chief Executive, whether to fill a 
vacancy caused by the death or resignation of an incumbent, or by the 
refusal of a person elected to qualify, to the time intervening between 
the making of the appointment and the next regular election for 
members of the General Assembly, together with a reasonable interval 
for qualification. 

The Constitution as amended in 1875 added to the list of tribunals, 
to which the judicial power of the State was delegated, in addition to 
Superior Courts and Courts of Justices of Peace, “such other Courts 
inferior to the Supreme Court as might (may) be established by law.” 
After giving to the Legislature, in section 12, Art. LV, the power to 
allot and distribute the’ jurisdiction not pertaining to the Supreme 
Court amongst the courts established or which might be established by 
law, the Convention of 1875 made a specific provision for filling the 
office of judge of any new tribunal which might be created by the 
Legislature in pursuance of section 30, Art. [V, upon the construction 
of which this controversy mainly depends, and which is as follows: 

“In ease the General Assembly shall establish other Courts inferior 
to the Supreme Court, the presiding officers and clerks thereof shall be 
elected in such manner as the General Assembly may from time to time 
prescribe, and they shall hold their offices for a term not exceeding eight 
years.” 

The office of Judge of “the Criminal Court of Buncombe, Madison, 

_ Henderson and Haywood counties” is the subject matter ot 
(576) this controversy, and was created by a statute (Laws 1895, ch. 
75) ratified 23 February, 1895. It is provided in section 7 of the 

Act that an election shall be held for the first full term of four years 
at the next general election, and that vacancies in the office shall be 
filled by the Governor, subject to the condition however “that the 
General Assembly now in session shall elect a person to fill the vacancy 
in said office, which shall be caused by the ratification of this Act,’ and 
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that “said person shall hold his office until his successor shall be 
elected by the qualified voters of said counties of Buncombe, Madison, 
Haywood and Henderson at the next general election, and the person 
so elected shall hold his term of office as PEONIGES in section 6” (for 
a term of four years). 

On 27 February, 1895, the General Ae proceeded to elect a 
person to fill the office. till the next general election, and the relator 
Ewart received the requisite majority of both hotses The Governor 
subsequently sent the name of the defendant Jones to the Senate for 
confirmation, and on failure of that body to act on his recommendation, 
issued a commission to the defendant and by virture of this appoint- 
ment he is the present incumbent. 

The right of the Governor to exercise the power of anneal 
conferred by section 25, Art. IV, is contingent upon the occurrence 
of a vacancy and the absende of any other express provision for filling 
it. Conceding that a vacancy occurred immediately on the ratification 
of the Act, on 23 February,.and existed at least till 27 February, the 
controversy is narrowed down to the point whether the General Assem- 
bly was vested with authority to provide by the Act that such vacancy 
sould be filled by the subsequent election during the same session. 
The warrant of authority for electing the relator is to be found, as 
his counsel contend, in the provision of section 30, Art. IV, of 
the Constitution, that the “presiding officer and clerk shall be (577) 
elected in such manner as the General Assembly may from time 
to time prescribe.” The constitutional amendments, made in 1875, 
were ratified by the people in 1876 and took -effect in accordance with 
the ordinance of the Convention on 1 January, 1877. On the 10th 
day of the following March, a Criminal Court for Wake County was 
created by statute, and it was provided in sections 6, 9, and 11 of the 
Act. (Laws 187677, ch. 271) that the Judge, Solicitor and Clerk 
should be elected by the General Assembly. 

In Bunting v. Gales, TT N. C., 288, brought by the Clerk of the 
Superior Court to test the right of the clerk of the new Criminal Court, 
elected by the Legislature, to take from the plaintiff the Se laments 
enuring to the former from the criminal business theretofore cogniz- 
able exclusively in the Superior Court, 1t was held that the act establish- 
ing the tribunal was constitutional and that the plaintiff accepted his 
office in contemplation of the legislative authority, under section 19, 
Art. IV, of the Constitution of 1868, authorizing the creation of special 
courts, to diminish its emoluments as an incident to the transfer of the 
criminal business to any other court, which it had the power to create. 
The Court said: “He (Bunting) took his office therefore with a knowl- 
edge that the Legislature might establish a Criminal Court subsan- - 
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tially the same with that which they did establish by the Act of 1876-77, 
eh. 271, under the amended Constitution and of which they made the 
defendant clerk.” The authority of the Legislature of 1876-77 to 
elect a clerk was derived, if it existed, from section 30, Art. IV, of 
the amended Constitution, and could not be sustained without holding 
by an unavoidable implication that the “presiding officer,” whose office 
. 1s coupled with that of clerk in that section, could likewise be 
(578) rightfully chosen by the same body. While the question was 
not discussed, yet in order to reach the conclusion announced 
the Court must have been of opinion, not only that the Legislature had 
the power to vreate the court, but to elect the clerk whose rights to 
the fees was sustained. If the Legislature of 1876-77 had the power 
to elect a clerk, how can it be contended that, in coupling “the presiding 
officers and clerks,” the same authority was not conferred as to the 
Judge both of that Court and of the Criminal Cireuit created by the 
act of 1895? 3 
It is insisted that the power of appointment 1s vested in the Governor 
by section 10, Art. III, of the Constitution, which empowers him to 
“nominate and by and with the advice of the Senate to appoint all 
officers whose offices are established by this Constitution and whose 
appointments are not otherwise provided for.” The section (Battle’s 
Rev., p. 42, sec. 10, Art. IV, Const. 1868) for which this was substituted 
by Convention of 1875, contained, in addition to what is preserved in 
the present section, the inhibitory provision that “no such officer shall 
be appointed or elected by the General Assembly.” It was in construing 
the section, as it then stood and when there was no conflicting provision 
elsewhere in the instrument, that it was held in Welker v. Bledsoe, 68 
N. C., 457; Nichols v. McKee, ib., 429, and Battle v. Mclver, 1b., 
467, that the Legislature was not only not empowered but was expressly 
prohibited from appointing trustees of the University and the other 
officers, the validity of whose elections was the question involved in those 
controversies. Section 13, Article IX, of the Constitution of 1868 was 
subsequently amended so as to give to the General Assembly power 
to provide for the election of trustees of the University of North Caro- 
lina. After this alteration in the organic law, an Act (Laws 1873-74, 
ch. 64) was passed empowering both houses of the General Assem- 
(579) bly by joint ballot to elect sixty-four trustees of the University, 
and under its provisions the Legislature proceeded to elect. 
InTrustees v. McIver, 72 N. C., 76, Justice Bynum, in an able opinion 
delivered for the Court, and Chie Justice Pearson 1n a concurring 
opinion, reached the conclusion, in spite of the prohibitory clause which 
then remained as a part of section 10, Art. III, that the amendment 
of 1873 did provide, within the meaning of the Constitution, another 
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mode of selecting trustees than by appointment by the Governor and 
that the act of the Legislature, pursuance of which the trustees were 
elected, was constitutional. 

If the grant of power to the eerie. to provide for electing 
trustees was properly held to authorize the election by the General 
Assembly subject to the same qualification (“unless otherwise provided 
for”) which is found in Art. IV, sec. 25, and despite an additional 
prohibition against legislative appointment, it would seem unreasonable 
to allow the same qualification to restrict the delegation of authority, 
to elect judges, in language equally as clear. The subtle distinction, 
which counsel contend may be fairly drawn between the grant of the 
power to provide for the election of an officer and the authority to 
prescribe the manner of electing him, does not seem to exist, or is en- 
tirely immaterial for the purposes of this discussion. The analogy 
between the cases of Trustees v. McIver and that at bar is obvious 
and striking. It must be noted that all of the cases cited from our 
own reports to sustain the right of the defendant were opinions in 
support of the executive power of appointment, when the express grant 
was made to the Governor, and there was no conflicting constitutional 
provision to bring the qualification into operation. 

It is conceded that the Constitution of 1868 vested the general 
power of appointment to fill vacancies occurring. both in judi- (580) 
clal and executive offices in the Governor, subject only to any 
express provisions in the organic law itself for filling them otherwise, 
and the authority of the Legislature has been extended from time to 
time since that Constitution was framed, by express delegation of 
authority as to some of both classes of officers and by removing the 
express restriction in Article III. But before any such express power 
was given or limited to the Chief Executive, when by the Constitution 
as amended in 1835 no express grant of authority to appoint or elect 
was conferred upon either of the codrdinate departments, the residuary 
power of the people to provide for filling offices, already existing, and 
to create others, was exercised by their representatives in the General 
Assembly. As an instance of this kind it seems that the General 
Assembly at its session of 1866-’67, passed an act (ch. 27) providing 
for the establishment of a criminal court for the City of New Bern 
and for the election by the two Houses of a presiding judge and that 
in pursuance of the act Judge Green was duly elected, and it is a part 
of the judicial history of the State that the authority of the court was 
recognized by this Court as a part of our judicial system. 

By our silence, we must not be understood as conceding the soundness 
of the legal proposition of counsel that section 37, Article I, of the 
Constitution was intended as a restriction upon the power of the 
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General Assembly, as the direct representatives of the people. Another 
construction of the same clause is based upon the dea that the repre- 
sentatives of the people are vested with a delegated authority restricted 
only to the extent of the express grants in the State Constitution to 
the other co-érdinate departments and by the authority delegated to 
the Federal Government. Under that interpretation “all power not 

delegated” in the Constitution “remains in the people” to be 
(581) exercised through their representatives and is not to be con- 

sidered as in abeyance, so that they cannot be exercised, how- 
ever urgent the necessity for their exercise for the public benefit, except 
when the people assemble by their delegates in Convention. I do not 
decide this interesting question, because it is not essential that we 
should do so, but we present both sides. of it to exclude a conclusion 
that might be drawn from a failure to notice the contention of counsel. 


The foregoing opinion was submitted tentatively only as an em- 
bodiment of my own views before that of the Court was prepared. It 
encountered objection on the part of my brethren upon the ground 
that it conceded the existence of a vacancy between the time when the 
act took effect and the election of the relator. It was intended only 
to admit, for the sake of the argument, that when the Legislature 
provided for filling “the vacancy in said office, which shall be caused 
by the ratification of this Act,” the construction which they plainly 
put upon the Constitution might by possibility have been correct, but 
not that it was an interpretation adopted by the Court. It is entirely 
unneccessary, in the decision of the points involved in this case, to. 
determine whether a vacancy, within the meaning of Article IV, sec. 
25, for which the Governor can in any event designate the first incum- 
bent, occurred on the ratification of the act, since every member of 
the Court concurs in the view that the Legislature in the exercise of 
the power granted by Article IV,-sec. 30, had provided otherwise. I 
deeply regret that the majority of the Court deem it proper to define 
“a vacancy” when without raising that question we might have had_ 

the advantage of entire unanimity in our opinion, with such 
(582) additional weight as the fact is generally considered as giving 

to the deliverances of appellate courts. I shall not enter upon 
the discussion of the soundness of the doctrine that an office can be 
created and remain unfilled without causing a vacancy. When that 
question shall be fairly presented, I shall take occasion to give at 
length my reasons for dissenting from the views of the majority of the 
Court. Meantime, I venture to express my regret that such a barrier 
to united action has been, as it seems to me, unnecessarily interposed. 
Coneurring in the conclusion of the Court, I dissent from the proposi- 
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tion that there was no vacancy between the ratification of the act and 
thy election of the relator. , 


Cited: Cook v. Meares, post, 585, 589; Caldwell v. Wilson, 121 N. C., 
469; S.v. Ray, 122 N. C., 1099; Day's case, 124 N. C., 867, 393, 394; 
R. RB. v. Dortch, ib., 669; Wilson v. Jordon, 1b., 702; Cherry v., 
Burns, 1b., 765; McCall v. Webb, 125 N. C., 249; Abbott v. Bedding- 
field, 1b., 265, 291; White v. Murray, 126 N. C., 157; Bank v. Comrs., 
135 N. C., 246; Rodwell v. Rowland, 187 N. C., 646. 


STATE ON THE RELATION oF C. A. COOK v. O. P. MEARBES. 


Quo Warranto—Election to Office-—Office Created ae Blcclion of 
Officer. 


1. A person cannot be elected to an office that does not exist at the time of 
the election; therefore, 


2. Where an office was created by an act of the General Assembly passed on 
the 8th day of March but not ratified until the 12th day of March, an 
election on the 9th day of March to fill such office was void. 


Quo warranto on the relation of C. A. Cook against O. P. Meares 
to test defendant’s right to the office of Judge of the Circuit Criminal 
Court composed of the counties of Craven, New Hanover, Mecklen- 
burg, Vance, Warren, Robeson, Edgecombe and Halifax, heard before 
Hoke, J., at April Term, 1895, of New Hanover. | 


D. L. Russell, L. C. Edwards and T. P. Devereaux for Par (584) 
7 tof. 
‘Shepherd & Busbee for defendant, 


Furcuss, J. This is an action in the nature of quo warranto for the 
office of Judge of the Circuit Criminal Court composed of the county 
of New Hanover and others. | 

It appears that the General Assert on 8 March, 1895, completed 
the passage of an act, through both of its Houses, establishing this 
—“Cireuit Criminal Court.” But this act was not signed and ratified 
by the President of the Senate and Speaker of the House until 12 
March, 1895. In this act the Legislature declared there sould 
be one judge for this criminal district, to be elected by the Legis- (585° 
lature. In pursuance of this legislation it proceeded on 9 
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March to elect the plaintiff judge of said court, which vote was re- 
ported and confirmed on 11 March. And on 13 March, the Governor 
appointed the defendant judge of said criminal court, and he 1s now 
occupying the office, and holding the courts. Every question involved 
in this case is decided in the case of Hwart v. Jones, ante, 570, except 
one. And that is that plaintiff was elected three days before the act was 

There is no doubt of the plaintiffi’s being elected, and it is contended - 
signed by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House. 
that the legislative will, so clearly expressed, should not be defeated 
by a mere technicality. It is also said in support of plaintiff’s claim 
that the act of 12 March was only a part of the expression of the 
legislative will. That it is in part materia with the acts of legislation 
commenced on the 9th and completed on the 11th in reporting and 
declaring the vote for plaintiff, and that they should be read and con- 
strued together. And they say there are precedents in our own legisla- 
tive history to support plaintiff’s claim. That the Legislature of 1876 
passed and ratified an act establishing a criminal court for the county 
of Wake, on 10 March, and on the same day elected George V. Strong 
to fill the office, that day created. That on 6 March, 1891, the Legis- 
lature passed and ratified an act establishing the Court of Railroad 
Commissioners, and on the same day proceeded to elect the officers to 
fill the same. And they contend that it is not known whether these 

acts were signed by the Speaker and the President of the Senate 
(586) before or after said elections. | 
And plaintiff further contends that in March, 1887, the 
Legislature passed an act proposing an amendment to the Constitution, 
increasing the number of associate justices of the Supreme Court from 
two to four, which amendment was to be submitted to the people, in 
November following, for their ratification or rejection; and provided 
that said vote should be reported to the State Board of Canvassers on 
the second Thursday thereafter. And if upon a canvass it should be 
found that a majority of the people voted for said amendment, the 
Governor should so declare by proclamation. And that he should 
attach his certificate to the act to that effect, which should be deposited 
in the office of the Secretary of State. That 1t was also provided in said 
act that at the same election, in November, there should be an election — 
held for two Justices to fill the offices “to be created” by said amend- 
ment, if it should be adopted. That an election was so held for two 
justices, the constitutional amendment was adopted, and the unser 
so elected qualified and took charge of their offices. 

And it is contended that. these justices were elected when the vote 
was cast in November, like the plaintiff was on 9 March. And that the 
consatutonal genre did not take effect until the vote was counted 
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and ascertained by the canvassing board, and the Governor’s proclama- 
tion issued proclaiming its adoption. And that there was no office to 
fill at the election in November, 1888. 

While, on the other hand, defendant says that the act of the Legisla- 
ture on the 9th, electing the plaintiff, and the act passed on the 8th, 
but not ratified until the 12th, were separate and distinct acts of 
legislation, and cannot be considered and construed together. That 
the rule of pari materia does not apply. That when plaintiff was 
elected on the 9th, there was no such office; and its passing 
the Legislature on the 8th amounted to nothing until it was (587) 
signed by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House on 12 March. 

Defendant further says that this Court in Scarborough v. Robinson, 
81 N. C., 409, has decided this. And the case of Rhodes v. Hampton, 
101 N. C., 629, decides that a man cannot be elected to an office when 
there is no aie at the time of the election. And therefore admitting 
that plaintiff received votes enough to elect him, that he was not 
elected for the reason that the office was not created for three days 
thereafter. The only point before the Court in Scarborough v. Robin- 
son was to whether the Court could compel Robinson, then Leiutenant- 
Governor and President of the Senate, and Moring, Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, to sign 4 school bill passed by the Legislature 
or not, after the Legislature had adjourned. And although this was the 
only anenen before the Court for its judgment, the Court proceeded 
to a engthy discussion of legislative powers, in the course of which it an- 
nounced the opinion that an act passed by the Legislature was not a 
law until it was signed by the presiding officers. We find very respect- 
able authority to the contrary. And without passing on this dictum 
(because it is not necessary we should do so in giving our judgment 
in this case) we say that it announces a very grave proposition. If 
what is held in that opinion be true, the presiding officers of the Legis- 
lature are clothed with a veto power greater than that vested in the 
President of the United States, or in any governor in any state of 
the Union. Because, where there has been a veto power vested in the 
executive, there is also provision made to pass the act over his veto, 
which is not infrequently done. Here, there is no such power. The 
courts will not compel them to sign the act, and there is no means 
provided by which the Legislature can pass it over their re- 
fusal to sign. But as we have said, we do not pass upon (588) 
this question. 

In Rhodes v. Hampton, supra, the point as to whether a party could 
be elected to an office which did not exist at the time of the election 
was presented, and the Court held that he could not. And we admit 
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that it was the intention of the Legislature to elect the plaintiff to the 
office he is claiming in this action. We admit that the point. made by 
defendant is a technical question. We admit that the journals show 
that George V. Strong was elected on the day the bill establishing the 
court was ratified. We admit that the journals show that the rail- 
road commissioners, in 1891, were elected the day the bill was ratified. © 
And we admit the two additional justices were elected at the November 
election in 1888, and that the amendment creating the offices to which 
they were elected did not go into effect until some time afterwards— 
when the Governor so proclaimed. But these all took place when there 
was harmonious action between the legislative and executive depart- 
ments of the government. None of them have been tested in the 
courts. So they cannot be considered precedents to control our action. 
‘But in the case of Judge Strong and in the case of the Railroad Com- 
mission, as it was all done on the same day, we must presume that it 
was rightly done, that is, that the act was ratified before the election 
took place. And in the case of the justice of the Supreme Coudrt, their 
election was provided for in the same act that provided for the amend- 
ment. And this may make the difference between their case and that 
under consideration. We have said we put out of our consideration 
in this ease the case of Scarborough v. Robinson, because, this act 
creating a criminal court was signéd and is now the law. So the 

question presented in Scarborough v. Robinson is not presented 
(589) here. And we put our judgment on this act, now the law, 

which provides that “it shall be in effect from and after its 
ratification,” which is in effect saying that it shall not be in effect 
before thaf time, and this 1s 12 March, 1895, and upon the opinion 
in Rhodes v. Hampton, supra, which holds that a party cannot be 
elected to an office that does not exist at the time of the election. It 
is better that the intention of the Legislature should be defeated, for a 
time, than that we should violate the law. We find no error in the 
judgment appealed from, and the same is affirmed. 

Crark, J. (concurring): It is settled. that the Legislature had 
the power to fill the office created under this act. Hwart v. Jones, ante, 
570. The statute which is duly and regularly enacted provides that it 
shall be “in force from and after its ratification.” This took place 
12 March, 1895. Neither on that day or at any time since has the 
Legislature elected any one to fill the office. The statute provides 
further that in event of a vacancy the Governor shall appoint till the 
next session of the General Assembly, which shall then elect to fill the 
unexpired term. Under this authority the Governor has appointed 
the defendant, who is now discharging the duties of the office. 

The Legislature held a ballot and selected the plaintiff-relator to fill 
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the position on 9 March, 1895. But at that time by the very terms of 
the act it was not in force and could not take effect till ratified, which 
was three days thereafter. There was then no office which could be filled 
on 9 March. The attempted election to an office which was not yet 
in existence, was without warrant of law and was practically a merely 
informal expression of preference upon the part of members. The 
failure to elect after the act took etfect, and the attempted election ut a 
time prior thereto were, it may be supposed, an inadvertence. To fill 
an office there must be one already created. If the term of the 

office is to begin in the future (as in this case, on 1 April), it (590) 
is competent for the Legislature, or other appointing power, to 

fill it, provided that there has then been such an office created, but not 
at a time when there is no such office in existence. 

By the terms of the statute, the act not taking effect till after its 
ratification, 1t is not necessary for us to consider the nature and effect 
of a ratification. The act itself selects that date as the beginning of the 
life of this statute. Prior thereto it was to be dead—of no effect—-and 
after that date it was to live, breathe and be effective. By its terms 
it could not be retrospective and validate a prior election. And as a 
wise judge has said, “we cannot be wiser than the law.” We cannot hold 
that this office was in existence prior to the time when the act creating 
it took effect. The attempt, is simply a nullity. Rhodes v. Hamp- 
however inadvertent the attempt, is simply a nullity. Rhodes v. Hamp- 
ton, 101 N. C., 629. The courts have no prerogative to step in and 
cure inadvertences and on-action on the part of the Legislature. 
This would be unwarrantable assumption and interference by this co- 
ordinate department and would lead to far greater evils in cases of sup- 
posed or alleged inadvertences and omissions hereafter than the post- 
ponement for a few months of legislative action in filling this position. 

It has been held in Scarborough v. Robinson, -81 N. C., 409, Smith, 
C. J., that a bill has no validity till duly ratified, which is “an essential 
pre-requisite to the existence of the statute, which is incomplete and 
inoperative without it,” and in S. v. Patterson, 98 N. C., 660, that a bill 
“perfected and passed is not a statute till ratified.” But even con- 
ceding, if we could, that the bill became a law on its third reading 
in the House on 8 March (it having passed the Senate pre- 
viously), or that the ratification when made could refer back (591) 
and make the act valid at the date of such last reading (a doc- 
trine which has no authority to support it), this would not help the 
relator, for if the act dated back to 8 March it still provides that it 
was to have no effect till the ratification, which was 12 March. In 
Commonwealth v. Fowler, 10 Mass., 290, 304, Parsons, C. J., an act 
creating a new county provided that it should take effect on a future 
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day named. Before that day the proper appointing power appointed 
an officer to fill one of the positions (judge of probate) created by the 
act. The appointment was adjudged void, although a custom of mak- 
ing appointments in such cases was shown. In that case were cited 
Bacon’s Abr. Statute C. Lord Raymond, 371; and Rex v. Gale, Plowd, 
79, which sustain the proposition that an act which is to take effect at 
a future day has no force till that time. To lke. purport are our 
own decisions, for it was held in 8. v. Bond, 49 N. C., 9, that where a 
statute creating a criminal offence was to take effect at a future day, 
the specified act, if committed after the passage of the act but before 
the day it was to take effect, was not indictable under the act. And as 
to civil matters it was held, Dick, J., in Merwin v. Ballar, 66 N. C.,, 
398, that, if “the act in express terms is declared to be in force from 
and after its ratification, it had no operation previous to that day. 
Statutes must be construed as intended to regulate the future conduct 
and rights of persons and not to apply to past transactions. A con- 
trary intention must be expressed by the statute.” If the present stat- 
ute, in addition to creating the office of judge of a criminal court, 
had made certain acts indictable, it is clear that such acts, if committed 
on 9 March, before the ratification on 12 March, would not be punish- 
able. Till the day named for the act to go into effect, no rights nor 

liabilities can accrue under it. 23 Am. and Eng. Ency., 218. 
(529) In Rhodes v. Hampton, supra, it was held, Smith, C. J., that 

the election of a person to an office which did not then exist 
“was a nullity for the obvious and sufficient reason that there was then 
no such office to be filled.” 

To somewhat similar purport are Kimberlin v. S., 180 Ind., 120; 30 
Am. St. Rep., 208, which holds that the election of a person to an office 
held at a time which was not authorized by law is void, and Brewer v. 
Davis, 9 Hump., 208; 49 Am. Dec., 706, which holds that an election 
on a different day from that provided by an act erecting a new county 
is void, and Sawyer v. Haydon, 1 Nevada, 75, which holds that an elec- - 
tion, not authorized by law is a nullity. 

The above are the few precedents bearing on the point, as the in- 
stances have been rare, and they are all against the plaintiff. To say 
that the Legislature had power to elect, and did elect, 1s but begging 
the question. If the election was made without authority of law (the 
point in issue) it was no election at all. 

Avery, J. (concurring): I concur in the conclusion reached by the 
Court, but not entirely in the reasons upon which it is made to rest. 
While much of the discussion in Scarborough v. Robinson, 81 N. C., 
409, was entirely obiter the Court construed a clause of the Constitution 
(Art. II, sec. 23) as making ratification an essential prerequisite to 
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the validity of an act of the Legislature, and the decision of the ques- 
tion involved depended upon that construction. The purpose of the 
plaintiff in bringing that action was either to have a declaration from. 
the Court that the bill should, in view of the facts shown, be deemed 
to have the force and effect 6f an act passed and ratified in the ordi- 
nary way or that the presiding officer should be required to sign. 

It seems to me that the Court did not transcend the proper 
limit of logical argument in discussing and passing upon the (593) 
questions whether it was competent for the defendant to still 
impart vitality to an inchoate act or whether, if the compulsory power 
of the Court could not be invoked for such a purpose, it could neverthe- 
less declare that under the peculiar circumstances, the unsigned bill 
should be deemed a complete legislative enactment. 


Cited: Carr v. Coke, ante, 260, 268; Range Co. v. Carver, 118 N. C., 
841; McCall v. Webb, 125 N. C., 249; Abbott v. Beddingfield, ib., 265; 
White v. Murray, 126 N. C., 157; 8. v. Shuford, 128 N. C.; 591; St. 
George v. Hardie, 147 N. C., 92. 


JOHN W. HINSDALE vy. JOSEPH B. UNDERWOOD. 


Practice—Supplementary Proceedings—Exceptions to Findings—Ap- 
peal—A ppearance. 


1. The findings of fact by a ‘trial court in supplemental proceedins are final and 
eannot be reviewed on appeal, unless upon an exception that there was no 
evidence to support them or one or more of them. — 


2. A general appearance by the defendant before the clerk in supplementary 
proceedings waives all defects in the service of the notice to appear. 


PRocErpines supplemental to execution, heard, on appeal from the 
clerk of the Superior Court, before Bryan, J., who affirmed the ruling 
of the clerk and defendant appealed. 


OS. H. MacRae and Mackae & Day for plaintcff. 
N. A. Sinclair and N. W. Ray for defendant. 


Monreomery, J. The alleged insufficiency of the affidavit, as argued 
here by defendant’s counsel, is that its material facts were not based 
on the knowledge of the plaintiff, or on information and_ belief— 
the plaintiff using the words “so far as affian is informed and (594) 


believes,, instead of an unqualified statement of necessary matters 
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on information and belief. His Honor found as a fact that the words 
“so far” were not in the original affidavit, and by inadvertence were in- 
serted in the copy. The defendant excepted to this finding but did not 
put the exception on the ground that there was no evidence to support 
it. Neither did he ask his Honor to find the facts, if any were before 
‘him, in order tq have the law, which was applied to them, reviewed 
in this Court. It appears fron the record in the case that the words 
“so far” were in the original affidavit, but had at some time been erased, 
and that they were also in the copy served on the defendant. The 

testimony on which they were erased in the original was not set out by 
the Judge. The exception must be overruled. “This is an action at law 
and hence we have no authority to review the findings of fact by the 
court below. Such findings are final and must be accepted here as 
warranted by competent evidence unless it should be objected in a 
proper way that there was no evidence to support the findings, or one 
or more of them. We can only review questions and matters of law 

in such cases arising upon the facts as found. Travers v. Deaton, 107 
ON. C., 500. 

As to the exception to the insufficiency of the service of the notice, 
it is only necessary to say that the appearance before the clerk by 
the defendant was a general one, and all defects in the service of the 
notice were waived thereby. Besides, the appeal from this ruling of 
the clerk was premature; the order at most was interlocutory. If the 
notice had not been properly served, the court would simply have 
directed a reasonable delay of proceedings or that a new notice issue 
forthwith to be served within a day specified. Turner v. Holden, 109 
N. C., 182. 
~ Athrmed. 


(595) 
PEARCE BROTHERS & CO. et al v. J. W. HUWELL et al. 


Cited: Davison v. Land Co., 118 N. C., 370. 
Practice—Pindings of Fact—Review on ‘Appeal—Receiver, A ppoint- 
ment of. 


1. In cases where this Court has the right to review the findings of fact by 
the court below, it may find the facts if they have not been found below. 


2. Where, in an application for a receiver, the complaint and affidavits al- 
leged that defendant debtor and other defendants named, all of whom 
were insolvent, had combined to defraud the plaintiffs out of their claims 
against the debtor, and none of the defendants, except the debtor, denied 
the allegations and the court appointed a receiver for the debtor, but 
refused as to the other defendants: Held, that such refusal was error. 
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_ Application by Pearce Bros. & Co., Robeson & Co., and other against 
J. W. Elwell and others for the appointment of a Receiver, heard be- 
fore Bryan, J., at May Term, 1894, of Ropzeson. His Honor granted 
the application as to Elwell but refused it as to the other defendants, 
and plaintiffs appealed. 

The facts appear in the opinion ue Associate Justice Furches. 


Battle & Mordecai and McNeill & McLean for a 
No counsel contra, 


Furcurs, J. This is an application for a receiver, heard by 
Brown, J., from whose order plaintiffs appealed to this Court. (028) 3 

The motion was heard upon plaintiffs’ complaints, used as afh- 
davits, the affidavit of W. H. Miller and the answer of J. W. Elwell, 
used as an affidavit. 

The Judge does not find ihe facts but simply renders his judgment, 
appointing a receiver as to Elwell and refusing to appoint a receiver 
for the other defendants. If his Honor had found the facts, this Court 
would have the right to review his findings. Coates v. Wilkes, 92 N.C., 
876. And it certainly has the right to find the facts where they were 
not found by the court below if it has the right to review his findings. 
We are not inadvertent to the fact that cases may be found where it 
is held that this Court cannot review the findings of fact in the court 
below. But they are distinguishable from this case.‘ 

Then the fact that Elwell & Woolard, doing business under the firm 
name of “Elwell & Co.,” are indebted to the plaintiffs, is alleged and 
not denied. The complaints both alleged, as well as the affidavit of - 
M. H. Miller, that all the defendants are insolvent, that M. S. Lassiter 
is the wife of M. B. Lassiter and that Sam Lassiter is the infant son 
of M...B. Lassiter, and that the sale, or pretended sale, of Elwell to 
M. B. Lassiter and the pretended gale of M. B. Lassiter to his wife 
and infant son were all a part of a fraud concocted from the begining to 
cheat and defraud the plaintiffs out of their just debts. That defend- 
ants have made different and contradictory statements as to the terms 
of said sales; and that defendant Elwell is now sporting on the ill-gotten 
gains of this fraudulent transaction. 

The defendant Elwell is the only defendant that pretends to deny 
any of these damaging charges; and he only denies that his sale to 
S. B. Lassiter was fraudulent, and if said Lassiter was insolvent it 
was unknown to him. This denial raises an issue. But the | 
surrounding circumstances throw such a shadow upon this trans- (597) 
action that the court below properly held that plaintiffs were 
entitled to have a receiver, as to the defendant Elwell. And if plain- 
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tiffs were entitled to a reciver as to Elwell, who answered and made 
the denials stated above, we cannot see why they were not entitled 
to have a receiver as to the defendants who made no denial of the frauds, 
insolvency, coverture and infancy, as alleged. Hlilet v. Newman, 92 
N. C., 519; Rheinstein v. Bixby, 92 N. C., 307; Machine Co. v. Lumber 
Co., 109 N. C., 576; Bank v. Bridgers, 114 N. C., 381. 

In application for ancillary relief, it is not necessary that proof should 
be as full and as complete as if the trial was before the jury upon the 
main issues. Faison v. Hardy, 114 N. C., 58; Bank v. Bridgers, supra. 
And we are clearly of the opinion that there is suflicient undisputed evi- 
dence in the case to entitle the plaintiffs to a receiver as to the other 
defendants, as well as against the defendant Elwell. It may be that 
a receiver, at this late day, will be of but little benefit to plaintiffs. But 
this is not a matter for us. 

There is error, and the plaintiffs are entitled to have a receiver as 
to the other defendants, as well as to Elwell. 

Error. 


(598) 
A. L. WEBB & SONS et at y. R. W. HICKS Et AL. 


Action in Assumpsit—Pleading—Cause of Action—Defective Statement. 


1. While the courts will lend their aid in putting a proper construction upon 
the facts stated where the complaint sets out a cause of action, though 
defectively stated, yet they will not entertain a complaint which states no 
cause of action. | 


2. A complaint which merely states a conclusion of law—that the defendant 
is indebted to the plaintiff, and that the debt has not been paid, is de- 
murrable both at common law and under The Code. 


Aotron, tried before Brown, J., at November Term, 1894 (a jury 
trial being waived). The complaint was as follows: 

The plaintiffs, complaining, say: 

“1, That Chas. A. Webb and Oscar E. Webb, above named plain- 
tiffs, at the times hereinafter named, were partners doing business at 
Baltimore, Marylarid, as A. L. Webb & Son. 

“9. That the plaintiff, M. McD. Williams, at said times, during 1891, 
was at the instance of, and as agent for, the defendants, J. Y. Gossler and 
R. W. Hicks, and by their consent, doing business at Spout Springs, 
N. C., and as such became indebted to the said A. L. Webb & Son in 
the sum of eight hundred and ninety-five dollars and thirty-six cents 
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($895.36) with interest from 19 April, 1892, which is the amount of 
said indebtedness. — 

“3. That on or about 2 January, 1892, the said J. Y. Gossler ane 
R. W. Hicks agreed with said M. McD. Williams to submit to arbitra- 
tion, in order to ascertain the amounts due, and to settle all matters of 
difference between the said M. McD. Wilhams, J. Y. Gossler, R. W. 
Hicks and the creditors of W. J. McDiarmid & Bro., and ihe 
sald Williams. — (599) 

“4, That on said 2 January, 1892, as plaintiffs are informed and 
believe, the said J. Y. Gossler and R. W. Hicks contemplated and were 
intending to form .a corporation for the purpose of working the proper- 
ties which had been in the possession and use of M. McD. Wilhams 
whilst so doing business for them and as their agent as above alleged; 
and, as part of the agreement to arbitrate, it was stipulated that the 
corporation to be formed should immediately, upon the coming ‘in of 
the award, become bound therefor together with said Gossler & Hicks. 
Hicks. 

“5. That in accordance with the intention of said Gossler & Hicks, as 
above set forth, they procured to be formed a corporation under the name 
of “The Consolidated Lumber Company,” the above named defendant. 

“6. That in accordance with said agreement to arbitrate, Jas. C. 
McRae and N. A. Sinclair were duly named as arbitrators and C. W. 
Broadfoot as umpire. 

“7, That said M. McD. Williams, on or about 6 January, 1892, failed 
in business and made an assignment of his property to G. W. Buhman, 
above named plaintiff, for the benefit of his creditors, and his estate 
is insolvent. 

“8, That afterwards, said arbitrators and umpire, after hearing and 
due consideration of the matters of difference submitted to them, ad- 
judged that the indebtedness to the plaintiff, A. L. Webb & Son, was 
eight hundred and ninety and 46-100 dollars, which award was duly 
made on 1 July, 1892.” 

- Wherefore the plaintiff demands judgment. 

“1, Against the defendants, John Y. Gossler and R. W. Hicks, for 
eight hundred and ninety-five and 36-100 dollars with interest on sathe 
from 19 April, 1892, and against the defendant, The Consolidated 
Lumber Company, for eight hundred and ninety and 46-100 | 
dollars and interest on same from July, 1892. (600), 

2. Against all the defendants for the costs and disbursements _ - 
expended in this action, and for all other and further relief to which 
plaintifis may be justly entitled.” 

The plaintiff Webb was allowed to amend his complaint so as to. 
declare upon two causes of action, one upon the alleged debt and based 
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upon the agreement in writing made in January, 1891. This agree- 
ment is not dated, but it is admitted to have been concluded and entered 
into in said month and year. It is marked Exhibit “A.” Also to set 
out another cause of action based upon the alleged debt due Webb-and 
the arbitration and award hereinafter set out. 

~The court found the following facts: 

Chas. A. and Oscar E. Webb compose firm of A. L. Webb & Son, of 
Baltimore, Md. . 

The above recited Exhibit “A,” is, in evidence, admitted to be signed 
by Gossler & Co.; and Hicks. Agreement to arbitrate (not signed by 
A. L. Webb & Son), dated 2 January, 1892, and also the award dated 
1 July, 1892. They are attached together and marked Exhibit “B.” 

For the purpose of this action it is admitted that after the aforesaid 
agreement between creditors, entered into in January, 1891, and marked 
Exhibit “A,” said M. McD. ‘Williams, as assignee of W. J. McDiarmid, 
contracted ‘with A. L. Webb & Son the debt sued on amounting to 
$890.46, bearing interest from 16 April, 1892, at six per cent, which 
said debt was evidenced in large part by drafts drawn for money by 
said Williams, as assignee of W. J. McDiarmid, and small part for 
spirit barrels, etc. That before said credit was extended to said Wil- 
liams and his drafts paid, the agent of said A. L. Webb & Son knew 

of and read the said agreement, marked Exhibit “A.” That 
(601) said debt has never been paid. 

The assignment from W. J. McDiarmid to M. McD. Wilhams, 
dated 12 December, 1890, is in evidence. The order of payment of 
debts as set out in this assignment differs somewhat from the agreement 
(Exhibit A) of January, 1891, as a comparison will disclose. 

It is admitted that there were prior mortgage and deeds in trust cover- 
ing the same property embraced in said agreement of 12 December, 
1890, held by Jno. D. Williams, Jos. G. Brown, trustee, and the M. McD. 
Willias mortgage and the mortgage to Gossler & Co., securing debts 
unpaid. That said mortgage and deed in trust were foreclosed by the 
mortgagees and trustees named in them on 5 January, 1892, under 
powers of sale, and the property was purchased by J. Y. Gossler ana 
R. W. Hicks, and deed executed to them by the mortgagees and trustees. 

There is nothing to show that Gossler & Co. or Hicks had actual 
knowledge of the alleged debt sued on in this action at* time it was con- 
_ tracted or thereafter until shortly before beginning of this action, and 
‘it is admitted that when the said defendants purchased said property 
at sale 5 January, 1892, they had no actual notice of said debt. There 
is no evidence that Gossler & Hicks had any. notice that the assignee, 
Williams, was contracting any debts individually or as assignee. 

After the sale of 5 January, 1892, the corporation now known as 
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The Consolidated Lumber Company was formed, in which Gossler, | 
Hicks and others, who are not parties to this action are stockholders. 
Gossler and Hicks were promoters of the enterprise and assisted in 
forming the corporation, and after it was duly formed conveyed the 
property to it in consideration of part money and part stock. There 
are now other stockholders besides Gossler and Hicks. Afterwards 
M. McD. Williams made a general assignment for benefit of his (602) 
creditors, and N. A. Cinclair, the substituted assignee, is a party 
plaintiff to this action. . 
From the above facts and evidence and admissions in the Earner the 
court. considers and adjudges: 


“1. That A. L. Webb & Son were not parties to the rer to 
arbitrate and the award thereon (Exhibit B) and not bound by it, and 
cannot maintain an action upon it. 

“2. That the agreement of January, 1891 (Ex. A), does not render 
the defendants, Gossler and Hicks, liable to A. L. Webb & Son for the 
debt sued on. 


“3. That the defendant, The Consolidated Lumber Company, is not 
liable to plaintiffs. 


“4, That the action be dismissed and the defendants go without 
day and recover costs to be taxed by the Clerk.” 

From this judgment the plaintiffs appealed. 

The agreement of 1891, referred to in paragraph 2 of the complaint 
and designated by his Honor below as “Exhibit A,” was in effect an 
agreement between the creditors of W. J. McDiarmid & Bro., that 
M. McD. Williams, as assignee, should continue the business of Mc- 
Diarmid & Bro., for one year from January, 1891, at the end of which | 
time he should “render an account of the said business to the said 
-ereditors, when it may be determined by a majority in value of the 
creditors then unsatisfied whether, and for how long, it shall be further 
continued, or whether the said business shall then be wound up by a 
sale of the said property.” It was further provided that the assignee 
should receive, as his entire compensation, 5 per cent on all receipts 
from sales, in lieu of the 5 per cent on receipts and disbursements pro- 
vided for in the assignment. The agreement referred to in paragraph 
3 of the complaint designated as “Exhibit B” was not signed by plain- 
tiffs, nor were they in any way made parties thereto; and the 
eqrard mentioned in paragraph 8 found that the “estate held by (603) 
M. McD. Williams, assignee,’ was indebted to plaintiffs in the 
sum of $890.46, but did not adjudge this to be an indebtedness of de- 
fendants. | 
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N. A. Sinclair and Shepherd & Busbee for plainizffs. 
McRae & Day and H. McD. Robinson for defendanis. 


Furéue., J. The first thing called to our attention in considering 
this case is the allegations of plaintiffs’ complaint, and it was admit- 
ted by the learned counsel who argued the case in this Court not to be 
avery clear statement of plaintiffs’ cause of action. But they contended 
that it was a defective statement of a cause of action and not a state- 
ment of a defective cause of action; that a cause of action is stated 
with sufficient clearness and certainty not to mislead defendants, but 
to give them notice of plaintiffs’ claim, when and how it was created 
and how they became liable, and that, this being so, the Court ought 
to sustain the complaint, and cite Stokes v. Taylor, 104 N. C., 394; 
Fulps v. Mock, 108 N. C., 601. These cases went to the very verge, 
but we think they were allowable under the liberal spirit of The Code, 
and we do not propose to disturb them. 

But we do not think they sustain the complaint in this case. They pro- 
perly named all the parties and they stated fully the facts constituting 
a cause of action. Though they declared on a special contract they 
stated facts that entitled them to recover on the general or implied 
contract, for services performed. The form of actions having been 

abolished by The Code, the Court did not stop to consider 
(604) whether, under the old practice, they should have been actions 
of debt or actions of assumpist, but took up the facts and found 
that a cause of action was stated entitling the plaintiffs to recover and 
sustained the ruling of the court below in so holding. These were cases 
where a cause of action was stated and is called a defective statement of 
a cause of action, inw hich the courts will lend their aid in putting a 
proper construction on the facts stated. 

But in our opinion the complaint in this case fails to state a cause 
of action, and in this lies the distinction between this case and the 
cases of Stokes v. Taylor and Fulps v. Mock, supra. This case does 
not state facts constituting a cause of action. 

Chief Justice Shepherd, in the case of Lassiter v. Roper, 144 N. C., 
17, in a well-considered opinion, says, quoting from the opinion of Chief 
Justice Kent, 1 Johnson, 458, “I entertain a decided opinion that. the 
established principles of pleading, which compose what is called its 
science, are rational, concise, luminous and admirably adapted to the 
investigation of truth and ought consequently to be very carefully 
touched by the hand of innovation.” “It was but in keeping with the 
spirit of these views that our present system of civil procedure was 
framed and enacted, and we find this Court, very shortly after its adop- 
tion, repudiating the idea that loose and uncertain pleadings would be . 
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tolerated.” In Crump v. Mums, 64 N. C., 767, the Court said, “We take 
occasion here to suggest to pleaders that the rules of common law as 
to the pleading, which are only the rules of logic, have not been 
abolished by The Code,” quoting to sustain this position Parsley v. 
Nicholsson, 65 N. C., 210; Oates v. Gray, 66 N. C., 442; Vass v. BL & 
LL. Association, 91 N. C., 55. “It was a false notion entertained by some 
of the legal profession that the Code of Civil Procedure is without order 
or certainty and that any pleading, however loose and irregular, may 
be upheld. On the contrary, while it is not perfect, it has both 
logical order, precision and certainty, when it is properly ob- (605) 
served. Bad practice too often tolerated and encouraged by the 
courts brings about confusion and unjust complaints against it. It is 
still essential to state the facts. The Code, sections 233-243, which pro- 
vides that there must be a plain, concise statement of the facts, con- 
-stituting a cause of action.” Rountree v. Brinson, 98 N. C., 107. “A 
complaint which merely states a conclusion of law (that is, that the 
defendant is indebted to the plaintiff and that the debt has not been 
paid) is demurrable both at common law and under The Code.” 

We have quoted thus extensively from the case of Lassiter v. Roper, 
114 N. C., 17, for the reason that it is the latest exposition we have 
from this Court on the question of defective pleadings and because it 
appears to have been fully considered by the Court and ably and ex- 
haustively treated in the opinion. And because we think it controls, 
and indeed disposes of the case under consideration. | 

It is not for us to say what rights the plaintiffs might have under 
a proper conception of their case and under proper pleadings, treating 
the creditors of McDiarmid Bros., who signed Exhibit “A” as a part- 
nership. It is only for us to say there is no error in the judgment 
of the court below. | | | 

No Error. — 


Coated: Farthing v. Carrington, ante 327, 335; Webb v. Hicks, 128 
N. C., 244; S. ¢., 125 N. C., 201. 
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(606) 


N. A. SINCLAIR, ASSIGNEE oF M. McD. WILLIAMS, vy. R. W. HICKS Et AL. 


Ambiguous Contract—Ellipsis—C onstruction. 


While courts may decide between one of two possible constructions of ambig- 
uous terms and may sometimes resort to pertinent extrinsic evidence to 
arrive at a proper interpretation, they cannot, nevertheless, supply a sup- 
posed ellipsis in order to give legal effect to language which, without 
addition cr alteration, would b:- meaningless. 


Aotron tried, at November Term, 1894, of CumBErLanp, before 
Brown, J. A jury trial was waived and the court found the facts, The 
- controversy involves the interpretation to be given to the last sentence 

of a contract, marked “Exhibit A,” construed with another contempo- 

raneous contract. If the effect of said sentence was to discharge R. W. 
Hicks from lability to the plaintiff, who is the assignee of the payee 
therein mentioned, as the indorser on a note for $625, then the plain- 
tiff is not entitled to recover, otherwise he is entitled to recover, The 
two contracts entered into contemporaneously are as follows: 


$¢ 3} 


EXHIBIT A. 


Nortu Carorina, 
CuMBERLAND CotnNrTY. 


Wuersas, M. McD. Williams owes R. W. Hicks the sum of $2,765.69, 
for payment of which said Hicks holds as collateral security a mort- 
gage from W. J. McDiarmid and A. K. McDiarmid and their wives 
to M. McD. Williams, the same having been transferred for that purpose 
by said Williams to said Hicks, which mortgage covers the lands in 

Cumberland and Harnett counties, North Carolina, known as 
(607) the McDiarmid lands (about 13,000 acres) and the Cameron 

tract of 146 acres, and 1s a second mortgage on said lands, made 
in December, 1890, and duly recorded in Cumberland and Harneti 
counties; and whereas said M. McD. Willams, as assignee of said 
W. J. McDiarmid & Bro., and conducting the assigned business and 
managing the assigned property during the year 1891, by an agreement 
of the creditors, has incurred habilities, as appears by his statements 
of account; and whereas R. W. Hicks, J. Y. Gossler and M. McD. 
Williams have this day entered into an agreement for an arbitration, 
ete., of an account which M. McD. Williams claims against the prop- 
erty lately in his hands as assignee of W. J. McDiarmid & Bro., and 
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incurred, as he claims, under the agreement of the creditors of W. J. 
McDiarmid & Bro.; and whereas R. W. Hicks may become one of the 
purchasers of the assigned property of W. J. McDiarmid & Bro., at the 
sales to be made this day by J. D. Williams, as first morgagee of said 
“McDiarmid lands,” and by Joseph G. Brown, trustee, of the “Mull 
tract,” containing five and eight-tenths acres, and the machinery and 
improvements thereon, located at Spout Springs, N. C., and also a 
part of said assigned estate, in the event of which purchase said ht. W. 
Hicks’ claim of $2,765.69 against said M. McD. Williams would be- 
come liable to scale in proportion, as said R. W. Hicks’ claim repre- 
sented the purchase money of the whole of said assigned property; and 
in case the indebtedness incurred by said M. McD. Williams as assignee 
of W. J. McDiarmid & Bro., and by virtue of the agreement between 
said Williams and the creditors of W. J. McDiarmid & Bro., should 
finally be decided to be proper, correct and a charge against the assigned 
estate, and, in any event, would be subject to the individual claim of 
about $2,700.00 of M. McD. Williams, to be passed upon, audited and 
finally determined and settled in accordance with the terms of | 
an agreement of this date between R. W. Hicks, J. Y. Gossler (608) 
and said M. McD. Williams, which agreement is hereby referred 
to in further explanation of this agreement, and is made a part there- 
of so far as concerns said R. W. Hicks and M. McD. Williams; and 
whereas it is the desire of M. McD. Williams that his indebtedness to 
said R. W. Hicks, collaterally secured by said mortgage from W. J. Mce- 
Diarmid & Bro., to said M. McD. Williams, shall be fully paid with- 
out any scale or offset, and in case said Hicks should become one of 
the purchasers, that said sum of $2,765.69, due him by said Williams, 
shall be allowed as cash on said purchase and without scale of offset 
in any event: Now, therefore, in consideration of the premises and 
the further consideration of ten dollars, in hand paid by R. W. Hicks 
to M. McD. Wilhams, the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, the 
said M. McD. Willams agrees, covenants and promises with and to 
said R: W. Hicks that in any event said $2,765.69 shall be withonit scale 
or offset of any kind, and that he will protect and save said Hicks 
harmless as to any scale or offset on said sum, that any note or other 
paper signed or endorsed by R. W. Hicks upon the coming in of the 
award of the arbitrators or by reason of any claims against said assigned 
property contracted by M. McD. Williams as assignee of W. J. Me- 
Diarmid & Bro., and agent of the creditors under said contract of De- 
cember, 1890. 
Witness: M. McD. Wruttams, (Seal.) 

H. McD. Rostnson. | 
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EXHIBIT. B. 


Articles of agreement made and entered into this day by and between 
J. Y. Gossler, Gossler & Co., R. W. Hicks and M. McD. Williams: 
Wuereas, M. McD. Williams is indebted to R. W. Hicks in 
(609) the sum of $2,765.69, for which he holds as collateral security 
a mortgage by W. J. McDiarmid & Brother to said Williams, 
and has agreed to assign to said Hicks a sufficient interest in amount 
of said mortgage to liquidate said debt; and whereas there will then 
be a balance of about $862.61 due to M. McD. Williams on the said 
mortgage; and whereas there are. matters of difference between said 
Gossler and said Williams, and between the creditors of the said W. J. 
McDiarmid and Brother and the said Williams: 

Now, therefore, the said Gossler & Company and J ohn Y. Gossler 
and the said Fiteks a agree with the said Williams: 

1. That if the said Gossler & Hicks, or any person for them, shall 
purchase and take deeds for the properties of W. J. McDiarmid & Bro- 
ther, at the sales advertised for this day at Spout Springs, they will, 
on or before 9 January, 1892, pay to the said Williams the sum of 
about $862.61, and he will thereupon assign and transfer the said bal- 
ance due upon his said mortgage to the said Gossler & Hicks. 

2. That all matters of difference between the said Gossler & Hicks 
and the said Williams and the creditors of W. J. McDiarmid & Brother 
and the said Williams shall be at once submitted to the arbitration of 
J. C. McRae and'N. A. Sinclair, they, in advance, to select an umpire, 
and the award of a majority shall be final. This, upon the condition 
that the said Gossler & Hicks or some person for them, shall purchase 
and take deeds for the properties to be sold this day. 

3., The said Gossler & Hicks and the said Gossler & Company agree 
that the corporation to be formed shall immediately, upon the coming 
in of the award, give to the said Williams four notes for the amount 

of the award of equal amounts, payable in 2, 4, 6 and 8 months 

(610) after their date, with interest at the rate of 8 per cent; one of 

said notes to be indorsed by said Hicks and the others by said 
Gossler. Thereupon the said Williams is to assign to the said Gossler 
& Hicks his claim and interest under the said award. 

_ 4. Said Williams agrees to sell at public sale any and all properties 
not included in the said J. D. Williams mortgages and the Brown deeds 
of trust at once. In the meantime and at once the said Williams is to 
deliver to the said Gossler & Hicks all property and assets of every 
description belonging to the said trust estate of McDiarmid & Brother, 
if they become the purchasers as aforesaid. This is to include all the 
Pee included in the J. D. Wiliams mortgages and the Brown deeds 
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of trust, and all property and assets of the said trust estate not included 
in the said Williams mortgages and the Brown deed of trust. The. 
said Gossler & Hicks agree that the property which the said Williams 
shall advertise for sale as herein provided shall be forthcoming at the 
sale of said Williams. The said Gossler & Hicks shall in the meantime 
hold the same in trust for said Williams until the day of sale. Dated 
2 January, 1892. | 


Jno. Y. Gossier, (Seal. ) 
Gosstur & Co. 
R. W. Hicks, (Seal. ) 


M. McD. Witriams, (Seal.) 
Witnesses: | . 
H. McD. Rozstinson, 
N. A. Srvcuar. 


Appenpum—“M. McD. Williams, as assignee, agrees at once to execute 
to Gossler & Hicks, if they become the purchasers, quit-claim deeds 
for all the properties.” 

The conclusions of law were as follows: 

1. That no evidence has been offered showing any breach of the cove- 
nant contained in last 17 lines (or last clause) in the paper writing 
marked Exhibit “A.” 

2. That said paper writing does not convey to Hicks the 
award of the arbitrators for $2,500 or any part of it in favor (611) 
of M. McD. Williams. 
8. That if the paper marked Exhibit “A” is the basis of any demand in 

favor of R. W. Hicks against M. McD. Williams, such claim should, 
under section 2 of the agreement (Exhibit “B”) to arbitrate, have been 
submitted to the arbitrators. 

4, That the interest of said Williams in the award shall be assigned 
to Gossler & Hicks as provided in section 3 of the agreement (Exhibit 
“B”) upon payment of the sum of $625 with 8 per cent interest from 2 
July, 1892, by the said corporation. 

5. That the plaintiff is entitled to receive and recover the said $625 
and 8 per cent interest from said date from the defendant corporation 
and to recover the same from the defendant, the Consolidated Lumber 
Company, and the said Hicks as surety or indorser. 


6. That plaintiff recover costs to be taxed by clerk. 


All of the other facts found by the court below, which are material, 
are embodied in the opinion. The defendants appealed from the judg- 
- ment rendered. | 
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N. A. Sinclair and Shepherd & Busbee for plaintiff. 
McRae & Day and H. McD. Robinson for defendants. 


Avery, J. (after stating the facts): The award of the arbitrators de- 
clares that the plaintiff is entitled to receive of Gossler & Co., and R. W. 
Hicks, the sum of $2,500, in full of all claims and demands whatever, 
and it is agreed that by a subsequent arrangement the defendant, the 
Consolidated Lumber Company, became responsible for the payment 

of the said amount awarded to the rightful claimant, and has 
(612) paid all except the sum of $625, evidenced by a note indorsed 
| by the defendant R. W. Hicks and which he contends was not due 
to the plaintiff’s assignor, Williams, under a contract (marked Exhibit 
“A”) entered into by said Williams contemporaneously with the signing 
of another agreement, which is to be construed with it, and in which, 
in addition to the mutual stipulations to submit to arbitration, Williams 
contracted to assign a sufficient portion of a debt secured to him by a 
certain mortgage executed by W. J. McDiarmid & Bro., to satisfy a 
debt of $2,765.69 due to R. W. Hicks from Wilhams individually. Wil- 
liams had been appointed assignee by McDiarmid & Bro., and had subse- 
quently executed an assignment to plaintiff for the benefit of his own 
creditors. By the terms of the last named contract, such sum as should 
be awarded to Williams was to be secured by four notes in equal 
amount, three of which were to be indorsed by Gossler and one by R. W. 
Hicks, 

It is contended for the defendants that Williams agreed to hold Hicks 
harmless in advance as to any apparent lability he might incur by in- 
. dorsing a note for one-fourth of the amount of the award ($625), which. 
‘is the subject of the controversy, to Williams. The language of the 
concluding portion of the instrument to which it is insisted this con- 
struction must be given, is as follows: “Now, therefore, in consideration 
of the premises and the further consideration of $10, in hand paid by 
R. W. Hicks to M. McD. Williams, the receipt of which is hereby 
acknowledged, the said Williams agrees, covenants and promises with 
and to said Hicks that in any event said $2,765.69 shall be without 
scale or offset of any kind, and that he will protect and save said 
Hicks harmless as to any scale or offset on said sum, and that any 
note or other paper signed or indorsed by Hicks upon the coming in 

of the award of the arbitrators or by reason of any claims 
(613) against said assigned property, contracted by Williams as as- 

signee of McDiarmid & Bro., and agent of the creditors under 
said contract of December, 1890. ( Signed by M. McD. Williams, seal, 
and witnessed by H. McD. Robinson.)” 


It is admitted that the debt of $2,765.69 has Paes realized by Hicks 
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out of the proceeds of the claim against McDiarmid & Bro., which had 
been assigned to him by Williams, and therefore the contract to hold 
Hicks harmless as to that, has been performed. Whatever the parties 
may have intended for the draftsman to incorporate in reference to the 
note to be indorsed by Hicks, it is evident that in the hurry of prepar- 
ing to embark on a train, a sentence was left incomplete, and the latter 
part of it, as it was written, is not sufficient to limit his liability in any 
way. Courts may decide between one of two possible constructions 
of ambiguous terms, and may resort sometimes to pertinent extrinsic 
evidence to arrive at a proper interpretation. But they are not at liberty 
to supply a supposed ellipsis in order to give legal effect to language 
that, without addition or alteration, would be meaningless. 

It is the duty of the parties to express intelligibly, and it is the office 
of the court to enforce, when so expressed, the intent of two or more 
minds that constitutes the contract. The judgment of the court below is 


Affirmed. 


(614) 
JOHN McCRIMMEN y. JOHN B. PARISH. 


Practice—Appeal—Affirmance of Judgment. 


An appellant must show error affirmatively, and where he does not do so and 
the record is insufficient to determine whether or not error was committed 
by the trial judge, the judgment below will be affirmed. 


Action to recover land, commenced by summons issued on 1 April, 
1892, and tried before Bryan, J., and a jury, at March Term, 1894, 
of Moorz. There was judgment on a verdict for defendant, and plain- 
tiff appealed. 


Black & Adams for plaintrff. 
Douglass & Shaw for defendant. 


Furcuss, J. This is an action for possession of land, and there is 
but one exception presented by the record for our consideration. The 
judge, among other things, charged the jury as requested by counsel 
for defendant, as follows: “Every grant and deed must have a begin- 
ning corner, and if the jury should find the beginning corner of the 
McAuley 50 acres to be at M, then they must find the beginning corner 
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of the John C. Buie 100 acres to be at O; and if they find the begin- 
ning corner of the 100-acre tract, then the beginning corner of the 
23-acre John C. Buie grant is at the point Q and the plaintiff cannot 
recover, and you must answer the first issue, ‘No.’ Plaintiff excepted 
and, upon denial of motion for new trial, appealed. e 
It appears from the case on appeal that the plaintiff offered in evi- 
dence two grants from the State of North Carolina to John C. Buie, and 
a deed from Buie to the plaintiff. And the defendant offered in evi- 
dence two grants from the State to Murdoch McAuley, and a 
(615) deed from Margaret Ann Moore to defendant. And the case 
states that “a copy of said grants is hereto attached.” But upon 
examination of the record, we find no such copies. And we suppose 
from the statement of the case that there had been a survey of the land 
mentioned in said grants as each grant seems to be located by letters, 
A, B, and C. But there is no map or plot of such survey attached, 
or furnished the Court. Therefore, it is impossible for the Court to 
see whether his Honor’s charge was erroneous or not. And, as it 
devolves upon the appellant to show that there was error, and as he 
has failed to do so, it only remains for us to affirm the judgment. 


Affirmed. 


Furcuss, J. Since filing the opinion in this case, copies of the grant 
to Buie and of the deed from Buie to plaintiff and also a plot of 
the survey have been filed—no copies being furnished of the grants to 
Murdoch McAuley. And we have examined the copies and the plot 
with as much eare as we could, thinking we might find sufficient state- 
ments to enable us to give an opinion more satisfactory to ourselves 
than was the opinion heretofore filed. But we find it to be a compli- 
cated question of location, and the plot is without explanation. So 
we are compelled to leave the case as our original opinion left it, by 
saying, if there is error the appellant has failed to show it to this Court. 


No Error. 
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(616) 


S. H. THREADGILL, ADMINISTRATOR OF G. B, THREADGILL, DEcEASED, v. 
COMMISSIONERS OF ANSON COUNTY. 


Action on Coupons of County Bonds—Presumption of Ownership— 
Principal and Agent—Tax-Collector—Instructions to Jury—Stat- 
ute of Limitations--Amendment of Pleadings—Practice. 


(617) 


1. While the general rule is that the holder of negotiable paper is presumed to 
to be the owner, and that the burden is on the defendants to show the con- 
trary by a preponderance of evidence, yet where an agent of a principal 
is furnished with money to buy, and does buy, up claims against the 
latter, it is his duty, if he asserts a right to the claims, te show by a 
preponderance of testimony that the claims are his; therefore, 


2. Where a tax-collector of a county, having by authority of the county re- 
ceived coupons of county bonds in payment of taxes, brought suit 
against the county to recover on coupons of the same kind which he 
claimed to own, it was improper on the trial to instruct the jury that 
the possession of the coupons raised a presumption of its ownership. 

3. Such erroneous instruction was not cured by a subsequent charge that the 
fact of the plaintiff’s having received the coupons as tax-collector raised 
a suspicion which it was his duty to rebut by further evidence that he 
acquired them bone fide. 

4. Where, in a charge reciting that certain facts raised a suspicion as to 
plaintiff's (a tax collector’s) ownership of coupons, the trial judge added 
the statement that ‘‘plaintiff claims to have rebutted such suspicion by 
showing when and from whom he got some of them and that he owed 
none of the taxes for the years he received the coupons’; Held, that such 
addition to the charge was erroneous, aS invading the province of the 
jury, it being equivalent to saying that “the plaintiff has shown you when 
and from whom he got the coupons and claims that this rebuts the sus-. 
picion.,”’ 

5. Where there is a variance between the record proper and the statement of 
the case on appeal, the former governs. 

G. An amended pleading does not exclude a party from the benefit of allega- 
tions in the original pleading. a 


7. The Statute of Limitations begins to run against coupons of bonds at the 
maturity, not of the bonds, but of the coupons. 


Action commenced by summons issued 7 October, 1871, and tried 
before Bryan, J., and a jury, at February Term, 1894, of Awnson. 
There was a verdict and judgment thereon for the plaintiff, and 
defendants appealed. The facts appear in the opinion of Assoctate 
Justice Furches. 


J. A. Lockhart and Burwell, Walker & Cansler for plaintiff. 


R. H. Intile and Battle & Mordecas for defendants. 
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Furcues, J. This is an action brought by the intestate of plaintiff 
upon a lot of coupons amounting as plaintiff alleges to $2,331, and 
interest thereon from the date of their maturity. On the trial below 
the plaintiff recovered and had judgment for the full amount claimed 
and interest thereon, from which judgment the defendants appealed 
to this Court, assigning quite a number of errors. Among the errors 
_assigned by defendants are the following, which we briefly state as 
follows: 7 

1. That the court erred in holding that plaintiff being in the 
possession of the coupons sued on, the presumption is that he is the 
owner of the same, and that it devolved upon the defendants to rebut 
this presumption by a preponderance of evidence. 

2. That the court erred in admitting in evidence Exhibit “H” under 
the objection of defendants. 

3. That the court erred in refusing to give defendant prayer for 
instruction that the coupons sued on were presumed to be paid by 
the lapse of time. And in disregard of this prayer, charging the jury 

that if they found from the evidence that plaintiff’s intestate 
(618) was the owner of the coupons at the commencement of this 

action, they should answer the second issue “No,” which was 
the same as instructing the jury that they had not been paid. 

It was in evidence and not denied that the coupons were taken from 
bonds issued by the county of Anson, prior to 1860, in payment of 
the subscription of that county to the Wilmington, Charlotte & Ruther- 
ford Railroad Company; that said coupons became due in 1862, 
1863 and 1864, and that the bonds from which they were detached 
became due in 1880. It was admitted that G. B. Threadgill, intestate 
of plaintiff, was sheriff of Anson County from 1859 to 1868; and 
as such was ex officio tax-collector for the county. And there is evi- 
dence tending to show that, as such sheriff and tax-collector, he was 
authorized and instructed to take such coupons as those sued on in 
payment of taxes, and that he did receive such coupons in his official 
capacity in payment of taxes due to the county. 

We recognize the rule as laid down by the court on the trial below 
as being the general rule, that the holder of negotiable paper is 
presumed to be the owner, and the burden is on the defendant to show 
by a preponderance of evidence that he is not. But we are of the 
opinion that this rule does not apply in this case. It certainly cannot 
be that an agent—a fiduciary—of a principal, furnished with the 
means of the principal to buy up claims against the principal, and 
uses such means in buying up the claims, should be allowed to say to 
his principal, “I’ve got the claims (the coupons) in my possession, and 


I am going to hold them as my own unless you can ‘prove by a prepon- 
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derance of evidence, that they are not mine.’” This rule would reverse 
the law of centuries, as applied to principal and agent. We under- 
stand the law to be just the reverse of that laid down by his Honor, 
that it is the duty of the fiduciary, the agent (who is in posses- ' 
sion of the facts), to show, if he claims the coupons as his own, (619) 
to the satisfaction of the court and jury that they are his. 

The burden of proof is upon him. Allen v. Bryant, 42 N. C., 276. 
It is doubtful whether Threadgill, the agent of the county, with the 
means of the county (the tax lists) in his hands, instructed to take 
up the coupons of the county, and, undertaking to do so, had the 
right to go into the market as a purchaser on his own account. Boyd 
v. Hawkins, 17 N. C., 207. But we will not multiply authorities on 
this point of the case. 

But defendants’ counsel contended that if the court was in error 
in holding and instructing the jury that the burden was on defendants 
to prove that plaintiff was not the owner of the coupons sued on, this 
error was corrected by the following, which is also a part of the charge 
of the court: “In response to defendants’ first prayer the court 
charged that if the jury believed the plaintifi’s intestate was directed 
and authorized, as sheriff, by the proper county authorities to receive 
the coupons in payment of taxes and that he did so receive them, it 
raises a probable ground of suspicion against plaintifi’s being the owner 
of the coupons; and his being the holder of the coupons, the presump- 
tion that he 1s the owner is rebutted, and it devolves on plaintiff to. 
rebut this suspicion by further evidence that he acquired the coupons 
bona fide. This the plaintiff claims he has done by showing when and 
from whom he got some of them, and that he owed none of the taxes 
for the years he received the coupons. Defendants excepted to refusal 
to give the first prayer of instruction and to the instructions given.” 


We do not agree with the counsel of plaintiff. The court had just 
before that part of the charge quoted above, charged the jury in the 
most positive and decided terms that plaintifi’s possession of the 
coupons was a presumption that he was the owner of them 
and the burden was upon the defendants to show that he was (620) 
not, as follows: “That plaintiff having produced the coupons 
is presumed in law to be the owner thereof, and the burden of proof 
is on defendants to show that he is not; and defendants must establish 
by a preponderance of testimony that plaintiff is not the owner of the 
coupons, and if defendants have not satisfied the jury by a preponder- 
ance of testimony that the coupons are not the property of plaintiff, 
they shall answer the first issue, ‘Yes.’ Defendants excepted.” We do 
not think that so undecided an instruction as that relied upon by 
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plaintiff could have the effect to correct the positive error contained 
in the charge last above quoted. | 

Indeed, we are of the opinion that that part of the judge’s charge 
relied upon by plaintiff is erroneous. It is confused and undecided 
and does not charge the law as we understand it to be, as between prin- 
cipal and agent. It may be that plaintiff’s intestate acquired the 
coupons bona fide, but as the agent of defendants, and with proper 
explanation, the charge might have been proper. But, as it is stated 
and left in the charge, we cannot see that it was any benefit to the jury, 
and may have been misleading. But as it appears to us, the court in 
this instruction invaded the province of the jury in the sentence 
following the words “bona fide.’ The court does not say that plain- 
tiff claims that he has shown you “when and from whom he got some 
of his coupons,” and that he has thereby rebutted “this suspicion,” 
which would have been perfectly legitimate. But the judge says that 
the plaintiff claims to have rebutted this suspicion “by showing when 
and from whom he got some of them.” So the sentence thus stated is 
that plaintiff has shown you “when and from whom he got the coupons,” 
and claims that this rebuts the presumption. We do not think that 
this was correct. 

The next exception we will consider is as to the admission of 

(621) Exhibit “H” by plaintiff under the objection of defendant. 

The defendant during the course of the trial had introduced 
Exhibit “A,” which is as follows: 

“Statement of Anson County coupons presented to the Commis- 
sioners of Anson County by Gideon B. Threadgill and by said Board 
referred to Henry W. Ledbetter, John J. Dunlap and John C. McLauch- 
lin, County Auditing Committee. 

“Coupon No. 3, from bond No. 1, due 1 January, 1862; indorsed 
by J. McLendon, $70. Etc., ete.” 

Mr. Gideon B. Threadgill makes the following statement touching 
the coupons above described: “These coupons came into my possession 
before the year 1865. I took them up in payment for taxes. I found 
them about a month ago among other papers at my residence, not 
knowing up to that time that I had them in my possession. I have 
no recollection whatever of the circumstances under which I retained 
and filed away these coupons. I have receipts of James A. Leak given 
-in 1864, and in March, 1865, for $8,000, which was paid to him for 
the support of soldiers’ familes. One of these receipts, for $5,000, 
dated 19 November, 1864, specifies that the money was a part of 
railroad funds. My impression is, I collected the railroad taxes for 
1862-63-64, and in paying the same to Mr. Leak for the purposes set 
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forth in his receipt, paid him in cash (Confederate money) and kept 
the coupons which I had taken in in the way of taxes.” In answer to 
the question, “Do you know whether you settled the taxes for the 
years 1862-63-64?” Mr. Threadgill answers, “I do not. I have no 
recollection of a settlement of the taxes for those years. I have receipts 
showing settlement in full of all the other taxes for the years 1862-63- 
64, but no receipts showing a settlement of the railroad taxes. I find 
from a statement from the Auditor’s office in Raleigh that the amount 
of taxes levied for railroad purposes in 1862 was $2,106; and 
I find from an old tax book that the amount levied in 1863, for (622) 
the same purposes, was $2,500. JI cannot find the amount 
levied for same purpose in 1864. There is no further statement which 
I can now make that will throw any light upon the matter.” 
“G. B. Threadgill makes oath that the facts set forth in the foregoing 
statement, to the best of his knowledge, information and belief, are true. 
| G. B. Tureaper3t. 


“Sworn to and subscribed before me, 25 August, 1880. 
Joun ©. McLavenrin, C. 8. C.” 


After defendants had offered Exhibit “A,” the plaintiff offered Ex-_ 
hibit “H’ in reply. Defendants objected, the objection was overruled 
and defendants excepted. Exhibit “H” is as follows: 

“The Finance Committee met today at the request of Gideon B. 

Threadgill, Esq. Present, Col. Henry W. Ledbetter, John J. Dunlap 
and John C. McLauchlin. Gideon B. Threadgill, Esq., makes the 
following statement in addition to and amendatory of the statement 
made by him heretofore, to-wit, on 25 August, 1880, touching the 
county coupons in his possession, of which an inventory is hereto 
annexed: ‘Since my former statement I have become satisfied that I 
did not receive all of said coupons before the year 1865, and that I 
received a portion of them since the year 1865. I received the two, 
indorsed by F. Milton Kennedy, at the house of J. B. Burns in 
Wadesboro after the close of the war. After the year 1865 I did not 
collect any back taxes. After the close of the war, after the year 1865, 
I did not collect any back taxes after the close of the war. I find that 
there was for the year 1866 taxes against Mr. Kennedy amount- 
ing to six or seven dollars. I am satisfied that I received the (623) 
three coupons indorsed by W. G. Wright since the year 1865. 
I find upon examination of my receipt book that I did not settle in 
full the taxes for the year 1864. I have my tax books for the years 
1862 and 1863. From these books I find that the levies for payment 
of coupons for those years were for 1862 $2,100, for 1863 $2,500.’ ” 
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The abstract from the Auditor’s office shows only the total levies 
and not the amounts levied for specific purposes. Here the further 
consideration of this matter was postponed until 17 August, 1881. 


“Wepnespary, 17 August, 1881. 
“The committee met according to agreement. Present, Henry W. 
Ledbetter and John C. McLauchlin. Mr. Gideon B. Threadgill con- 
tinues his statement, as follows: ‘Upon reflection and in consideration 
of the fact that I find in the package of coupons in my possession some, 
to-wit, those indorsed by F. M. Kennedy, and those indorsed by 
W. G. Wright, which I recognize as having been received by me since 
the year 1865, [ am convinced that I received the whole batch since 
said year 1865. These coupons are my property. I suppose they 
were taken by me partly in payment of taxes, and if so, the county 

has been ee as I have settled in full the taxes for 1866- 67. : 
G. B. THreapettt. 


“Sworn to and subscribed before me, 17 August, 1881. 
Joun C. McLavcurin, C. 8S. C.” 


And the plaintiff contended that Exhibit “H” was a part of the 
same declaration or statement as Exhibit “A” introduced by defendant, 
and was competent on that account. And we find that in the statement 

of the case on appeal it is said to be a part of the same trans- 
(624) action or declaration as Exhibit “A.” But we find from an ex- 

amination of the record that this is not true; that Exhibit “A” 
was made on 25 August, 1880, and that the committee to whom it was 
made, made the following report thereon, the same day it was made to 
them, marked Exhibit “E,” as follows: 

“We, Henry W. Ledbetter, John J. Dunlap and John C. McLauchlin, 
Auditing Committee for Anson County, submit the following report 
to the honorable Board of Commissioners of Anson County, to-wit: 
Gideon B. Threadgill, late sheriff of said county, submitted to us a 
lot of coupons taken from the Anson County Railroad Bonds, amount- 
ing in the aggregate to twenty-two hundred and sixty-one dollars 
($2,261). We have prepared a descriptive inventory of said coupons 
and have appended thereto Mr. Threadgill’s statement touching them, 
sworn to and signed by himself. Said inventory and statement are 
appended hereto marked ‘Exhibit A.’ We have not been able to find 
anything beyond Mr. Threadgill’s statement to throw any light upon 
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the question whether said coupons have been heretofore paid by the 
Corn and are the property of Mr. Gideon B. Threadgill. 
Respectfully submitted, 
J. C. McLavcutiin, 
J. J. Dunuap, 
| H. W. Lepserrer, 
“25 August, 1880. Auditing Committee.” 


And we find from the record that more than a year after the report 
quoted above, the committee made another report which is very evident 
to us was the result of plaintiff’s statement “H,”’ made at his own 
request, and concluded on 17 August, 1881. This report is as follows: 
“The claim of G. B. Threadgill, based upon Anson County | 
coupons amounting to $2,261, having been referred to us with (625) 
instructions to report our judgment as to the question, whose 
property are said coupons, respectfully report that, upon a careful 
consideration of all the facts and circumstances brought to our knowl- 
edge in the investigation of this matter, we have to state, in our judg- 
ment, said coupons are the property of the county of Anson. 12 
September, 1881. (Signed by J. C. McLauchlin; H. W. Ledbetter and 
J.J. Dunlap, Finance Committee).” So, it appears from the record that 
Exhibit “A” and Exhibit “H” are not a part of the same conversation 
or declaration. And it has been too often and too recently held by 
this Court to need the citation of authority, that when the record 
proper differs from the statement of the case on appeal, the statements 
in the record proper control. 

It is true that statements “A” and “H” are about the same subject 
matter, but they are not parts of the same conversation or admission, so 
as to make “H” competent evidence for the plaintiff, because the 
defendant had introduced Exhibit “A.” And this being the only 
ground upon which we can see that it could be competent, and indeed 
being the only ground upon which the learned counsel contend that 
it was competent, we. must sustain the defendants’ exception and 
hold that there was error in admitting Exhibit “H” in evidence on 
behalf of plaintiff. 

The next exception we propose to examine is that arising upon the 
presumption of payment from the lapse of time. It is admitted that 
the coupons sued on were detached from bonds issued before 1860 
and falling due in 1880; and that the coupons became due in 1862, 
1863 and 1864. The coupons partook of the same dignity as the bonds 
from which they were detached, and being dated before 1860 and 
falling due before 1868, the statute of limitations does not apply. 
But they may be barred, or rather paid by the lapse of time 
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(626) and the statute of presumptions. Revised Code, ch. 65, sec. 
18. But plaintiff in the first place denies that the coupons 
sued on are barred by the lapse of time and contends that the bonds 
from which they were detached did not become due until 1880, and 
they would not be presumed paid till 1890; and the coupons would 
be good as long as the bonds from which they were taken would be 
good. And plaintiff further contends that defendants are not entitled to 
this defence for the reason that it is not made by the pleadings. Plain- 
tiff admits that defendants pleaded payment in the original answer, 
but he says that in the amended answer the defendants deny that 
it has paid these coupons; that the two answers are contradictory, and 
that the rule is that where there is an amended pleading filed the case 
must be tried on the amended pleadings, and not on the original, and 
cites some cases from New York which he says sustain this conten- 
tion. .We have not examined these cases, because, 1f any such rule 
obtains in New York, we know the practice is well settled to be other- 
wise here. Indeed, we find from the record that plaintiff amended his 
complaint in 1885, the action having been commenced in 1881. But 
we do not propose to hold the plaintiff down to his amendment, and 
exclude him from the benefit of his original complaint. And neither 
do we propose to deprive the defendants of the benefit of the original 
answer. Nor do we think the rule as to the limitation, contended for 
by the plaintiff, is the law. To sustain the contention that the coupons 
are not barred for ten years after the bonds became due, would be 
equivalent in this case to saying that they would not be barred for 
thirty years after they fell due. We cannot do this without violating 
every rule of law, that we know of, in regard to the lapse of time and 
| the presumption of payment. The coupons, though they have 
(627) the dignity of the bonds, constitute an indebtedness of their own, 
independent of the bonds, fixing their own time of maturity— 
as in this case becoming due nearly twenty years before the bonds 
from which they were detached became due. The right of action accrues 
when they become due and the owner does not have to wait till the 
bonds become due. And this, the right of action, is what starts the 
statute. This view seems to us to be so thoroughly sustained by the 
“reason of the thing” and the logic of the case, that it requires no 
authority to support it. But the case of Amy v. Dubuque, 98 U. S., 
470, is directly in point and sustains the view we have taken of this 
matter. ; 
This only leaves the question of pleading to be considered, and we 
have seen that defendant is entitled to the benefit of the original answer 
and of both amended answers. The proper plea to raise this defence, 
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is payment—this is elementary learning. It is admitted that defendant 
has properly pleaded payment in his original answer. But defendant 
in the fourth section of the amended answer, made at Fall Term, 1882, 
uses this language, that defendant denies that it “ever made payment 
of any part of said coupons, as alleged, to the plaintiff as owner of 
said coupons.” This was said, replying to the fourth section of 
_ plaintiff’s complaint, which contains the following averment: “That 
on these said coupons the sum of seventy dollars has been paid, leaving 
a balance of principal due the plaintiff, ete.” And we think a fair — 
interpretation of the language used by defendant in the fourth article 
of the amended answer, is a denial of the payment of this seventy 
dollars, and not a denial that the coupons were paid. 

So we do not think the answer is subject to the criticism of being 
inconsistent. But if it were, it has been held by this Court 
that defendant may plead as many pleas as he wishes, and even (628) 
inconsistent pleas. Reed v. Reed, 93 N. C., 462, and cases there 
cited. And defendant in its last amended answer pleads the statute 
of limitations for ten years. And it was held by this Court in Pember- 
ton v. Simmons, 100 N. C., 316, that this was sufficient to enable the 
Court to consider the case on the statute of presumptions. We do not 
think the pleadings in Reed v. Reed or Pemberton v. Simmons, supra, 
good pleading, and do not recommend them as models. But this 
Court has many times sustained very imperfect and defective pleadings, 
where there was a sufficient statement of facts to constitute a cause of 
action, and where it could see that the opposite party had not been 
misled and injured thereby. But while the answers in this case are not 
as concise and logical as they might be, we cannot say that they do not, 
with sufficient clearness, state the defendant’s ground of defence. — 

So our conclusion is that there was error in the judge’s charge 
that the burden was on defendant to prove that plaintiff was not the 
owner of the coupons sued on. We also think there was error in 
admitting Exhibit “H” in evidence for plaintiff. And we are also of 
the opinion that the court erred in instructing the jury that the 
statute of presumptions did not bar the plaintiff’s claim. This is a 
question of law and fact and should have been submitted to the jury 
upon the evidence in the case, with proper Instructions as to whether 
the plaintiff had rebutted the presumption of payment. 

There are quite a number of other exceptions which will probably 
not arise on another trial, and we have not considered them. There is 
error, and the defendant 18 entitled to a | 

New Trial. 


Cited: Person v. Montgomery, 120 N. C., 117; Ladd v. Teague, 126 
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N. C., 549; Duckworth v. Duckworth, 144 N. C., 622; Johnson v. 
Lumber Co., 147 N. C., 252; Holton v. Lee, 173 N. C., 107; McDonald 
v. McLendon, ib., 176; Southerland v. Brown, 176 N. C., 190. 


(629) 
ALEXANDER CAMPBELL v. B. M. MORRISON Er At. 


Action to Recover Land—T rial—H vidence—I nstructions. 


1, Where in the trial of an action to recover land, the plaintiff introduced 
as a part of his chain of title a grant from the State containing certain 
calls, differing in some respects from a deed under which he claimed 
title and which covered the locus in quo, he is not precluded from in- 
troducing the latter deed by reason of such variations in the calls. 


2. Where, in the trial of an action to recover land, the plaintiff introduced 
a deed covering the locus in quo the calls of which deed differed from 
those of a grant previously introduced which did not cover the land in 

controversy, and defendants’ evidence tended to show that plaintiff's 
deed originally corresponded with the grant and also to establish adverse 
possession by the defendants, it was error to charge that, if a certain point 
on the plat exhibited in evidence was the corner of plaintiff’s grant the 
plaintiff had located his grant, for such charge did not take into account 
the location of the grant and deeds, the question as to the alleged alter- 
ation of the calls in the deed, the location of defendants’ deed and the 
question of defendants’ actual possession of the locus im quo. 


Action for the recovery of land, commenced 28 July, 1890, and 
tried before Winston, J., and a jury, at August Term, 1892, of Moors. 
- There was a verdict for the plaintiff, and from the judgment therein 
defendants appealed. The facts are stated in the opinion of Associate 
Justice Furches. 


W. E. Murchison for plaintiff. 
Black & Adams, W. C. Douglass, Shaw & Scales for defendants. 


. Furcuzs, J. Plaintiff, for the purpose of making out his title, 
introduced a copy of a grant from the State to Malcom Gilchrist, 

bearing date 18 December, 1797, and then offered a deed from 
(630) Maleom Gilchrist to Daniel Campbell, the calls of the deed 
| covering the locus in quo, as plaintiff alleged, while it seems 
the copy of the grant did not. Defendants objected to the introduc- 
tion of this deed for the reason, as they alleged, that plaintiff had 
introduced the grant, and was bound by that. The court overruled 
this objection and defendants excepted. 
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We do not see any grounds upon which this exception can be sus- 
tained. This is too clear to admit of argument. But the courses and 
distances in the grant from the State to Malcom Gilchrist, taking the 
point “A” on the map as the proper beginning corner (and this was 
admitted by both sides), do not seem to cover the locus in quo, while 
it seems that the calls in the deed from Malcom Gilchrist to Daniel 
Campbell do, if the survey is correct. But defendants offered evidence 
_ tending to show—and which, so far as we can see from the case presented 
by the record, was uncontradicted—that this deed originally contained 
the same calls as the grant to Malcom Gulchrist. Defendants also 
offered a deed from Duncan Buie to Morris Morrison, a deed from 
Morris Morrison to Allen B. Morrison, dated 15 July, 1848, and a 
deed from Allen B. Morrison to defendants for one hundred acres of 
land, which defendants contend covers the locus in quo, and which, 
according to the survey and plot, does cover the land in dispute. De- 
fendants also offered evidence tending to show that defendants had 
been in the actual possession of the locus in quo ever since 1872; and 
that this action was not commenced until 28 July, 1890. Upon the 
evidence the judge charged “that if the point at A on the plat was the 
beginning corner of the plaintiff’s grant, or the copy of the grant and 
of his deed, then the plaintiff had located his land.”. To which charge 
the defendants excepted. We think there was error in this charge, 
which entitles the defendants to a new trial. The rest of the 
judge’s charge is not given, and therefore we can see nothing (631) 
to correct this error, if there was anything in the charge to cor- 
rect it; and therefore pass upon it, as it appears from the record, 
which was sent in answer to a writ of certiorari issued from this 
— Court. 

It seems to us from this record that there are several questions 
presented, which should have been submitted to the jury under proper 
instructions from the court—such as the location of the grant and 
deeds, the question as to the alteration of calls in the deed from 
Gilchrist to Daniel Morrison, the location of defendants’ deed, and the 
question of actual possession of the locus in Ree by the defenasute 
' under their deeds. There is error. 


New Trial. 
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(632) 
HARVEY BLAIR & CoO. vy. L. T. BROWN Et AL. 


Action to Set Aside Deed of Assignment—Fraudulent Conveyance— 
Evidence—Declaration of Assignor, When Admissible—Consprracy to 
Defraud. ° 


1. In order to make the declarations of the assignor after the assignment com- 
petent evidence in the trial of an action to set aside the deed as fraudu- 
lent, it must be shown by evidence outside of such declarations that the 
assignor and the assignee conspired to defraud the assignor’s creditors. 


2. In the trial of an action to set aside a deed of assignment, as fraudulent, 
the evidence showed that between the execution and delivery for regis- 
tration of the deed, the debtor with the knowledge of the assignee pur- 
chased a large quantity of goods from parties with whom he had not 
formerly dealt, and during the same time the assignee represented to a 
mercantile agency that the debtor was solvent and was doing a large 
business; that shortly before the assignment and while the assignee held 
unrecorded mortgages on the debtor’s property for a large amount, both 
the debtor and assignee represented to dealers that the debtor was solvent 
and prosperous. It also appeared that the indebtedness to the assignee 
was much less than that alleged in the deed of assignment, and that a 
large quantity of personal property had been conveyed to the debtor as ex- 
empt, although the deed provided that the assignee should pay him $500 
in lieu of exemptions; Held, that such facts were sufficient evidence of a 
eonspiracy to defraud the creditors to admit evidence of declarations 
of the debtor made after the assignment. 


3. Oral evidence of the contents of a telegram was properly excluded when 
the only evidence of its loss or destruction was the statement of the 
operator that he had “searched for it but could not find it’; that ‘some 
original telegrams are destroyed and some sent to headquarters”; and 
that no search had been made at headquarters for the missing one. 


4, It was not error to charge, in the trial of an action to set aside a deed 
of assignment as fraudulent, that the jury should find the deed to be 
fraudulent and void if any part of the debts preferred therein were fic- 
titious and the fact was known to the assignor and assignee. | 


5. In the trial of an action to set aside a deed of assignment as fraudulent, it 
was error to charge the jury that if they should find the deed to be fraud- 
ulent and void as to one creditor they should find it so as te all. 


6. In the trial of an action to set aside a deed of assignment as fraudulent, 
it was error to charge the jury that if they should find that the assignor 
executed the deed with a view to contracting other debts, they should 
find it fraudulent and void. 


7. A provision in the deed of assignment that the assignee should sell the 
property conveyed and pay the assignor $500 as his personal property 
exemptions, was not, in itself, evidence of a fraudulent intent upon the 
part of the assignor, but should be considered wan the other evidence 
relating to such intent. 
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DEFENDANTS APPEAL. ' (633) 


Action, in the nature of a creditor’s bill, tried at December 
Term, 1894, of Moors, before Armfield, J. On 26 November, 1890, the 
defendant L. T. Brown, a merchant residing in Moore County, executed 
a paper writing purporting to be an assignment of his goods, wares, 
credits, etc., to the defendant S. D. Jones, to secure the payment of a sum 
of $5,500 to the said 8. D. Jones, and then all outstanding claims against 
the assignor, naming some of them. The debtor reserved to himself 
$500, as his personal property exemption, and provided for the ex- 
penses of executing the trust before any of the debts should be paid. 

This action is instituted by the unpreferred creditors for the recovery. 
of judgments against the defendant Brown for their debts against. 
them, and also to have the deed declared fraudulent and void. It is. 
charged that the assignment was executed in pursuance of a conspir- 
acy between the assignor and the assignee to hinder, delay and defraud 
the plaintiff, and that such was the intent of the assignor and that 
the assignee knew of it and participated in it at the time of its ex- 
ecution. The defendant Brown died after the action commenced and 
his administrator, J. E. Caviness, has been made a party defendant. 
The answer denies the material allegations of the complaint, except 
his indebtedness to the plaintiff. The following are the issues sub-: 
mitted to the jury, and their responses thereto: 

1. Was the deed of «x 3ignment from Brown to Jones, assignee, ex- 
ecuted with intent to hinder, defeat, delay or defraud the cred- 
itors of L. T. Brown? Answer. “Yes.” (634) 

2. Is the defendant J. E. Caviness, administrator of L. T. 
Brown, indebted to the plaintiff? If so, in what amount? Answer. 
“Yes, as alleged in the admissions filed.” 

The court thereupon rendered judgment “declaring the deed of 
assignment executed by L. T. Brown to S. D. Jones fraudulent and 
void as to the plaintiff creditors of L. T. Brown, and that said deed 
be set aside as to plaintiff, and further adjudged that the plaintiff 
recover of J. E. Caviness, administrator of L. T. Brown, the several 
amounts alleged in the complaint as due to the creditors therein named, 
aggregating the sum of $5,331.49 and interest; and further adjudged 
that the plaintiff recover of the defendants the costs of thé action, to 
be taxed by the clerk of the court.” His Honor further ordered and 
adjudged that upon the admissions in the pleadings this cause be — 
referred to Frank McNeill, referee, to ascertain and report to the 
next term of this court what property and effects of L. T. Brown, 
deceased, and the value thereof, came or should have come into the 
hands of 8. D. Jones, trustee, by virtue of the said fraudulent deed 
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of assignment, and said referee was further directed to report any 
other facts which he might deem essential to a full adjustment of the 
matters in controversy, and this cause was retained for further orders 
and directions. 

The plaintiff excepted to his Honor’s refusal to render judgment 
against the said S. D. Jones, trustee, and the sureties on the said under- 
taking, and for the error alleged the plaintiff appealed. 

From the judgment rendered upon the verdict against the defendants, 
both parties appealed to this Court. 


(635) Douglass & Spencer and Shaw & Scales for placntiff. 
: Black & Adams for defendants. 


Monrcomery, J. (after stating the facts as above): During the pro- 
gress of the trial the plaintiff introduced evidence tending to show that 
the deed of assignment from Brown to Jones was preferred and ex- 
ecuted on 21 November, 1890, and withheld from record till the 
morning of 27 November, 1890, and that after the execution of said 
deed, and before the recording thereof, the assignor Brown executed 
and delivered to one J. M. Monger the following power of attorney: 


“This is to certify that John M. Monger is our agent to contract 
for the purchase of goods, collect all amounts due us, and generally 
to do and act for us in as full a manner as if we gave our consent to 
each individual act of his. 

“91 November, 1890. L. T. Brown.” 


That said Brown at the time of the execution of the deed of assign- 
ment and said power of attorney had on hand a large assortment of 
goods, the greater part of which he had purchased within the thirty 
days prior to the assignment, and that said J. M. Monger, immediately 
after the execution of the said power of attorney, went south, and in a 
section in which the said Brown had not heretofore purchased goods, 
and purchased goods for the said Brown on credit to the amount of 
$6,000, and that said Jones, assignee, knew of these transactions. 

There was also evidence introduced by plaintiff tending to show 
that one Terrell, agent for R. G. Dun’s Mercantile Agency, called on 
Jones, assignee, who was doing business in Sanford, N. C., and in the 
same town Jn which the said Brown was doing business, between 21 

and 27 November, 1890, and informed him, Jones, of his agency, 
(636) and that he was seeking information of the standing, etc., of 
the business men of Sanford for his firm, and that said Jones 
informed him that the said Brown was, in his opinion, worth about 
$5,000; that he (Brown) was doing a very good, straightforward busi- 
ness, and that his store was one of the largest in town. 
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Plaintiff also introduced evidence tending to show that one J. S. 
Harper, traveling salesman of Harvey, Blair & Co., one of the plain- 
tiffs, during the month of October, 1890, called on the defendant Jones 
for information as to the financial standing of the said Brown, and in 
response thereto Jones informed said Harper that Brown was worth 
about $5,000, and that at said time, and at the time of the information 
given by Jones to Terrell as aforesaid, said Jones held unrecorded 
mortgages on all the real and personal property of said Brown to 
secure an alleged indebtedness of $5,500. 

The defendant Jones testified upon cross-examination by the plain- 
tiff that a short time prior to November, 1890, he, Jones, had disposed 
of all of his property with intent to defraud one of his creditors. 

There was also evidence tending to show that the true indebtedness 
from Brown to Jones was not $5,500, the amount preferred in said 
_ deed of assignment, but was a sum much less than that amount. 

There was also evidence tending to show that a short time before 
the execution of the deed of assignment, and while the said Jones held 
the unrecorded mortgages on all the real and personal property of 
the said Brown, said Brown represented to Sweetzer, Pembroke & Co., 
of New York, that he was worth from $5,000 to $7, 000 over and above 
all ee and liabilities, and that he purchased goods on a credit 
upon faith of these representations. 

There was also evidence tending to show that though the (637) 
assignee Jones was authorized in said deed of assignment to 
pay Brown, assignee, $500 in money in lieu of his personal prop- 
erty exemption, upon an execution issued against said Brown after 
the execution of the deed of assignment, said Brown demanded, selected 
and had allotted to him his personal property exemptions in property to 
a large extent not conveyed in the deed of assignment. 

The plaintiff then insisted that there was before the court sufii- 
cient evidence of a combination and conspiracy between the assignor 
and the assignee to defraud the creditors of the assignor, to admit the 
declarations of the assignor made subsequent to the deed of assignment. 
His Honor was of that opinion, and so ruled. Upon this, the plaintiff 
introduced as a witness for itself J. M. Brown, who testified as follows: 

“T am a brother of L. T. Brown. I had a talk with him at my house 
after the assignment, the next spring after it was made. He said the 
assignment was all a damned fraud, and that he would not come to court 
because it would ruin him and injure Mr. Jones. He told me this a 
dozen times.” To all of which the defendants excepted. 

The plaintiff then introduced a witness, one N. B. McBride, by 
whom it proposed to prove a conversation that he had with the 
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assignor after the execution of the deed of assignment. The defendants 
objected; objection overruled; defendants excepted. 

This witness was then permitted to testify, as follows, to wit: 

“T had a conversation with Brown, assignor, after the assignment. 
It was at Greensboro, in April, 1892. He said he wanted to go home 
to see Jones, and if Jones would give him his house and lot back he 
would let things go on as they were, and if they did not he would go 

on the stand and burst it up, for it was a fraud from beginning 

(638) to end; that he was due Jones $2,000 and that he made the 

assignment to pay the debt. He said to Mr. Douglas that if 

Jones did not come to terms he was going to employ some one to burst 

it up. Mr. Douglas told him to stop, when he began to talk, for he was 
employed on the other side.” 

To this the defendants excepted. 

The plaintiff then introduced as a witness one M. B. Buchanan, 
by whom it proposed to prove similar declarations of Brown, the 
assignor, after the assignment. The defendants objected; objection 
overruled; defendants excepted. 

The witness was then permitted to testify, as follows, to wit: 

“T heard a talk between Brown and McDonald; Brown said he owed 
Jones some money, but not so much as he claimed, and if he did not 
give him back his house and some money he would go on the stand and 
break the infernal fraud; that he was strapped and had nothing. This 
was at Greensboro in the spring after the assignment.” 

The defendants excepted to the ruling of his Honor on the sufficiency 
of the testimony going to show the conspiracy; and they also objected 
to the introduction of the declarations made by the assignor after the 
execution of the deed of assignment. The court did not sustain the 
exception and overruled the objection to the testimony, and in so 
doing committed no error. “In order to make the declarations of the as- 
signor after the assignment competent evidence, it must be shown that 
the assignor and the assignee are combined in a common conspiracy to 
defraud the assignor’s crediters, and this common purpose must be 
established by evidence other than the declarations themselves.” Burrill 
on Assignments, sec. 362, and the cases there cited. 

The defendants introduced as a witness J. G. Bynum, who 
(639) testified that on 27 November, 1890, and after said deed of 
assignment had been executed, to wit, on the night of the same 

day, he sent a telegram to one J. M. Monger. 

The defendants then introduced one G. E. White, who testified as 
follows, to wit: “I am agent of the railroad, and telegraph operator. 
I sent a telegram to Monger. It has been. destroyed or burnt. 
T have searched for it and it cannot be found. Some are sent to head- 
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quarters and some are destroyed. I don’t know what became of this 
one. All commercial telegrams are sent to headquarters. No search 
has been made at headquarters.” 

Upon this evidence the defendants offered to prove the contents of 
said telegram purporting to contain a declaration of said Brown, as- 
signor, made to said Bynum subsequent to the execution of the said 
deed of assignment and in his own interest supporting said deed. The 
said J. M. Monger, to whom it was claimed said telegram was sent, 
was present in attendance upon the trial of this cause at the time the | 
defendants offered to prove the contents of said telegram by said White, 
having been subpenaed as a witness by both plaintiff and defendants, 
and was not offered by the defendants to prove the receipt or contents 
of said telegram. The plaintiff objected; objection sustained. Evi- 
dence excluded; defendants excepted. 

. His Honor committed no error in refusing to let the witness White 
testify as to the contents of the alleged telegram. He did not show 
its loss or destruction, and what he said about it was confused and 
conflicting. Secondary evidence of the contents of telegrams is ad- 
missible on the testimony of the clerk of the telegraph company that 
the original telegrams have been destroyed. 100 N. Y., 446; Smith v. 
Eastern, 54 Md., 138. In response to plaintifi’s prayer for in- 
structions: his Honor among other things charged the jury as (640) 
follows: 

1. If the jury shall find that the deed was not made to secure 
bona fide debts, but for the mere purpose of giving ease to the debtors, 
it is fraudulent and void and the jury should so find. 


2. That if the jury should believe from the evidence that any part 
of the debts preferred in the deed of assignment were fictitious and this 
_ fact was known to the assignor Brown and the assignee Jones, then the 
deed is fraudulent and void and the jury should so find. 


3. If the jury should find that there was an agreement between said 
Brown and Jones that they or either of them should falsely represent 
said Brown to be solvent, and upon this representation purchase goods 
so as to have a sufficient quantity on hand to save Jones. harmless 
by making the deed of.assignment, and upon these representations the 
said Brown did purchase from the creditors herein, then the deed is 
fraudulent and void, and the jury should so find. — 

The defendants in apt time excepted to the foregoing instructions 
numbered 1, 2 and 3, and his Honor proceeded to instruct the jury, 
as follows, without objection or exception: 

4. Every debtor in failing circumstances has the legal right to make 
an assignment of his property for the benefit of his creditors and has . 
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the legal right to prefer such of hig creditors as he may wish to pay 
to the exclusion of the others. 

5. The test as to whether a conveyance 1s fraudulent 1s not whether 
in fact it hinders or delays a creditor in the collection of his claim, 
but whether or not it was made with intent to so hinder or defraud 
his creditors. If there be no such intent in the mind of the assignor 

at the time the conveyance is executed, 1t matters not what effect 
(641) the execution of the conveyance may have. 

6. Although the jury should believe that the assignor Brown 
made false representation to sundry parties in the fall of 1890, for the 
purpose of obtaining goods, this is not sufficient to vitiate the assignment, 
and should not be considered by the jury, except as a circumstance to 
assist them in discovering the assignor’s intent at the date of the assign- 
ment. 

7. The fraudulent intent must have existed in the assignor’s mind 
when the deed was executed and delivered, and although he may have 

previously intended to assign his property to defraud his creditors, still 
if the deed was bona fide, and no such intent existed in the assignor’s 
mind at the time of its execution and delivery, the deed would not be 
fraudulent, and the plaintiff would not be entitled to recover. 

8. If the jury should find that the execution of the deed of assignment 
operated to the ease, comfort or benefit of the assignor Brown and 
to the injury of creditors, this would not make the deed fraudulent 
or void unless made with that intent on the part of Brown that it 
should so operate: 

9, If the jury should find that the assignor Brown or the assignee 
Jones, before the date of assignment, made false representations to 
various parties with a view of obtaining goods to enable said Brown 
to continue his business, or for any other legal or legitimate purpose, 
and not for the purpose of hindering, delaying or defrauding creditors, 
the deed of assignment it not for that reason void. 

In further response to the plaintifi’s prayers for instructions the 
judge instructed the jury as follows: 

10. If the jury shall find that said deed is fraudulent as to one 
(642) creditor, they should find that the deed is fraudulent and void 

as to all. | 

11. If the jury should find that L. T. Brown executed the deed with 
the view of becoming indebted, said deed would be fraudulent and 
void, and the jury should so find. | 

12. If the evidence is sufficient to produce a belief in the minds of 
the jury, and the jury should believe it and are satisfied that the deed 

vof assignment was executed with intent to defraud, defeat, delay or 
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hinder the creditors of L. T. Brown, then they should find in favor of 
the plaintiff, and answer the issue “Yes.” 

13. In cases where fraud is alleged the jury are to consider circum- 
stances connected therewith and to give each its proper weight, and 
if upon the whole testimony the jury believes that the deed of assign- 
ment was executed with intent to defraud any one of his ereditors, then 
they should find in favor of the plaintiff and answer “Yes” to the first 
issue. 

To the foregoing instructions, numbered respectively 10, 11, 12 and 
13, the defendants excepted in apt time. 

The defendants prayed the following instructions: 

1. Although the jury should believe that the defendant S. D. Jones 
indorsed for his assignor Brown or loaned him money, and said Brown 
promised to save him from loss on account of said loan or indorsement, 
and in his deed of trust, and in fulfillment of said promise preferred 
said Jones for the amount of said indebtedness, this transaction would 
not make the conveyance fraudulent per se (nor is it evidence of 
fraud to be submitted to the jury). 

So much of said prayer as is included in the Eppenaree was included. 
oe excepted. 

. If the jury beleve that the deed of assignment was drawn 21 
ee 1890, retained by the assignor and not delivered till 26 
N Srember 1390, this per se 1s no evidence of fraud on the part 
of the assignor Brown. (643) 

His Honor refused to so instruct the jury, but instructed them 
that this was a circumstance which they might consider with its sur- 
roundings. To this the defendants excepted. 

3. The fact that the assignor did not include all of his Property in 
the deed of assignment is not per se evidence of fraud. 

His Honor’ refused to so instruct the jury, but directed them to 
consider this circumstance with its surroundings and weigh it with 
the other evidence in the case. 

4. The fact that the deed of assignment requires the assignee to sell 
the property conveyed and pay the assignor $500 as his personal pro- 
perty exemption, does not render the assignment fraudulent or void 
upon its face (nor is it per se evidence of a fraudulent intent upon 
the part of the assignor). 

His Honor refused to charge the clause enclosed in parenthesis, and 
defendants excepted. 

His Honor then proceeded to instruct the jury that they might con- 
sider the fact that the assignor required the assignee to sell the pro- 
perty conveyed and pay him, assignor, $500, his personal property ex- 
emptions, with the other evidence in the case bearing thereon, and give 
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it. such weight as in their judgment it was entitled bearing upon the 
question of the fraudulent intent of the assignor at the time he ex- 
ecuted the deed of assignment. 

5. If the jury should find that some of the debts named in the deed 
of assignment were feigned and fictitious, and the others good and valid, 
it is the duty of the jury to sustain the deed as to the valid debts in 
any event. Refused, and the defendants excepted. 

| 6. The law presumes the deed of assignment valid. The bur- 

(644) den of showing that it is fraudulent rests upon the plaintiff 

(who must satisfy the jury by strong, clear and convincing proofs 

that it is fraudulent; otherwise, it is the duty of the jury to sustain 
the assignment as valid). | 

The clause enclosed in parenthesis is refused and the following was 
given instead thereof: “who must satisfy the jury fully, clearly and 
completely that it is fraudulent; otherwise, it 1s the duty of the jury 
to sustain the assignment as valid,’ and defendants excepted. 

There is nothing in defendants’ exception to number 2 of plaintiff’s 
prayer for instructions which was given by the court; and while num- 
bers 1 and 3 might have been fuller on the points they touched, yet there 
is no error in them when taken in connection with the rest of the charge. 

There is error in the court’s having given the plaintiff’s prayer 
number 10. The doctrine laid down in Stone v. Marshall, 52 N. C., 300, 
was overruled by Morris v. Pearson, 79 N. C., 253. There is error also 
in his Honor’s having given number 11 of plaintiff’s prayer for instruc- 
tion. We are also of the opinion that number 4 of defendants’ prayer 
should have been given with the explanation and limitation which fol- 
lowed that part of it which his Honor did give. Number 5 should also 
have been given with the qualification that such would not be the law if 
there was a conspiracy between the assignor and the assignee to hinder, 
delay and defraud the creditors of the assignor at the time of the ex- 
ecution of the deed of assignment. There is error in the particulars 
set out in this opinion, and the defendants must have a new trial. 


PLAINTIFF’§ APPEAL IN SAME CASE. 


Monreomery, J. There is no error in that part of the judgment from 

which the plaintiff appealed. “After the institution of the action the 

plaintiff, on or about 16 February, 1891, applied to Judge Arm- 

(645) field, then holding courts of the 7th District, at Chambers, 

in Rockingham, N. C., on affidavits filed, for an injunction 

and appointment of a receiver therein; and upon the hearing his Honor 
made the following order: 

“Tt is adjudged that the prayer for an injunction be refused, the re- 
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straining order heretofore granted be dissolved, and the petition for 
the appointment of a receiver be denied, upon the defendant S. D. Jones, 
trustee, filing an undertaking in the sum of $5,500, conditioned as re- 
quired by law, to be approved by the court.” 

In pursuance of said order the defendant 8. D. Jones, trustee, then 
and there executed, delivered and filed an undertaking with sureties 
in which the obligors undertook “pursuant to the statute (chapter 
94, Laws 1885), that the said S. D. Jones shall pay to the plaintiffs in 
this action all such amounts as may be recovered and adjudged against 
him upon the final determination of this action, not to exceed $5,000.” 

Among other things in the complaint the plaintiff alleged “that the 
plaintiff applied for an injunction and receiver in this cause, upon the 
trustee S. D. Jones executing an undertaking in the sum of $5,000, 
conditioned to pay any judgment that the plaintiff may recover in 
this action, which said undertaking was duly executed by S. D. Jones, 
trustee, with D. N. McIver, John W. Scott and J. R. Jones as sureties 
thereto; and that said S. D. Jones accepted the aforesaid trust and has 
collected a large sum of money and other property from the assets of his 
assignors, amounting in all to the value of over $5,000.” 

The defendant trustee and the sureties to said undertaking, who 
were preferred creditors in said deed: of assignment and defendants in 
this action, admitted in their answers filed the said allegations. 

One of the plaintiff’s prayers in its complaint was for judg- - 
ment against L. T. Brown, and S. D. Jones, trustee, and the (646) 
‘sureties on the aforesaid bond for the sum mentioned therein. 

At December Term, 1894, this cause came on to be tried before 
Armfield, J., and a jury, upon the following issues submitted to the jury: 

1. “Was the deed of assignment from L. T. Brown to Jones, assignee, 
executed by Brown with intent to hinder, defeat, delay or defraud 
the creditors of L. T. Brown?” : 7 | 

The jury responded to said issue, “*Yes.” 

2. “Are the defendants indebted to the plaintiff? If so, in what 
amount 2” | 

To which the jury responded, “Yes, as alleged in admissions filed.” 

Which admitted indebtedness of L. T. Brown to the creditors 
amounted to the sum of $5,331.40, and interest. 

Upon the verdict of the jury (as set out in defendants’ appeal), the 
allegations in the complaint and the admissions thereof by the defend- 
ants in their answers, the plaintiff asked for judgment against said 
Jones-and sureties upon said undertaking in the sum of $5,000. The 
court refused to give Judgment as requested, to which the plaintiff 
- excepted. 

The allegation that the defendant assignee Jones had received of the 
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assets of the assignor Brown more in value than the amount of the as- 

signee’s bond, to wit, $5,000, is denied by the defendants in their answer: 

and an account would be necessary to discover the true amount for 

which the assignee would be hable. But as a new trial has been granted 

to the defendants, the reference cannot be proceeded with, and the 
Plaintiff’s Appeal is Dismissed. 


Cited:Bank v. Bridgers, 128 N. C., 325; Avery v. Stewart, 134 
N. C., 295; Green v. Grocery Store, 159 N. C., 121; Buchanan v. Hed- 
den, 169 N. C., 224; 8. v. Davis, 177 N. C., 577. | 


(647) 
WILSON COTTON MILLS vy. RANDLEMAN COTTON MILLS. 


Judgment of Justice of the Peace—Collateral Attack for Fraud—Im- 
peachment of Judgment for Fraud wm Answer to Creditor’s Bill— 
Atiorney Representing Both Parties. 


1. Defendant corporation made an assignment for benefit of creditors and 
plaintiff through its attorney, who was also trustee under the defendant’s 
assignment, split up its account against defendant so as to bring it within 
a justice’s jurisdiction,,and obtained judgments thereon, The defendant 
made no defence to the actions before the justice of the peace because of 
quieting representations made by the said attorney and trustee. Held, 
that in its answer to a creditor’s bill, brought by plaintiff, the defendant 
had the right, by way of counter claim, to impeach the said judgments 
for fraud and to demand that they be vacated. 

2. In such case the defendant need not set out formally the facts relied upon 
to show its right to equitable relief, if such right can be gathered from 
the whole answer. 

3. Where the trustee in a deed of assignment was also acting as attorney for 
a creditor thereunder, a judgment against the assignor in favor of the 
creditor, rendered on motion of such attorney, will be declared a fraud 
in law though there was no fraudulent intent. 


Petition of plaintiff to rehear case reported in 115 N. C., 475. 


H. G. Connor and B. F. Long for petitioner. 
J. N. Wilson contra. — 


Avery, J. It is contended for the plaintiffs that while this Court 
correctly held that the judgment could not be vacated unless by 

(648) ‘a direct proceeding to set it aside for fraud” and that courts 
of Equity must “refuse aid in cases when their action would be 


tantamount to apyellate jurisdiction” exercised in the correction of 
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errors of law, it erroneously concluded in violation of that principle 
that they should not be permitted “to have a preference over other 
creditors.” 

It is a general rule that equity will, in the distribution of a fund 
amongst creditors, respect “priorities theretofore acquired.” Is the 
cause before us an exception to that rule? Is it consistent with this 
doctrine to leave a judgment, that constitutes a lien upon realty, un- 
impeached, and yet to so interpret the maxim that he who seeks equity 
must do equity, as to compel the holder of such prior lien to take 
ratably of the fund arising from such realty with those who had not 
obtained judgment prior to the filing of the creditor’s bill? 

We think it is clear that if the judgments rendered by the justice 
of the peace are allowed to remain unimpeached they must have prior- 
ity, at least, in the distribution of the fund arising from the sale of 
the real estate of the defendant company. The controversy is therefore 
narrowed down to a single point whether in such an action as that before 
us the defendant could by way of counter claim, set up allegations suffi- 
cient for the purpose and directly impeach for fraud the judgments 
which are the foundation of plaintiff’s bill. If it be conceded that the 
judgments could have been assailed for irregularity only by way of 
defence in the justice’e court why can not the Superior Court entertain a 
bill in the exercise of its equitable jurisdiction to set them aside for 
fraud? I£f it can, is it not in consonance with the leading purpose in 
establishing the Code practice to treat like an original bill a sutfiicient 
statement of the grounds of impeachment in an answer founded upon 
them and brought by the judgment creditor against the judgment debtor, 
and to allow the latter to set up by way of counter claim any 
matter growing out of the same transaction and upon which he (649) 
might have maintained an independent action. 

In Dougherty v. Sprinkle, 88 N. C., 300, Justice Ruffin, in a well con- 
sidered opinion, announced as the mature conclusion of the Court that 
“according to all authorities the court of a justice of the peace is but 
a common law court and that his jurisdiction does not embrace causes 
of a peculiarly equitable nature.” That doctrine has been approved in 
many later cases and thus received abundant support from succeeding 
courts, if the very statement of it did not carry with it the conviction 
of its soundness. Patterson v. Gooch, 108 N. C., 503; Long v. Rankin, 
ib., 3838; Farthing v. Shields, 106 N. C., 289; Bevall v. Cox,-107 
N. C., 175. 

-The numerous cases therefore in which it has been settled that a 
justice’s judgment cannot be assailed or impeached for irregularities 
which a court of common law jurisdiction had the power to correct, 
except by the tribunal in which it was rendered, have no bearing upon 


365 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [116 
CoTron MILits v. CoTrron MILLS. 


the question before us. Cannon v. Pgrker, 81 N. C., 320; McKee v. 
Angel, 90 N. C., 60; Morton v. Rippy, 84 N. C., 611; Birdsey v. Harris, 
68 N. O., 92. 

If the defendant had sought to set aside the judgment on the ground 
that its assent to the rendition of 1t was procured in such a way as to 
render it voidable for fraud in law, it would have been compelled to 
invoke the aid of a court of Equity when law and equity were admin- 
istered in different courts. Now that both are administered in the 
same court and often in the same action, if the equity is sufficiently 
alleged either in a complaint or by way of counter claim in an answer 
to a cause of action founded upon the judgment, the party seeking the 
relief may, upon proof of the averments relied upon to establish the 

fraud, demand that the judgment be vacated. If the defendant 
(650) company had the right to bring an independent suit to impeach 

the judgment, it might have instituted it within the time pre- 
scribed in section 155 (9) of The Code, and the plaintiff could not fore- 
stall the assertion of such right by first commencing the suit upon the 
judgment. As was intimated by Justice McRae, the action afforded 
the first and an early opportunity to the defendant to set up its equity 
in its answer to the creditor’s bill. It was not material that the facts 
relied upon to establish the right to equitable relief should have been 
formally set out. It is sufficient if they can be gathered from the whole 
answer, and appear to have been proven before and found as facts by 
the referee. Geer v. Geer. The Court say in the opinion (page 448): 
“We are bound by the findings of fact. The findings of fact of the 
referee will show that plaintiff’s attorney, who was at that time a trustee 
in the deed of assignment, had access to the books of the defendant cor- 
poration to compare the accounts of his chents, the Wilson Cotton 
Mills, with the accounts stated in defendant’s books; that he split. up 
said accounts against defendant, a large part of which had been settled 
by acceptance; that he represented that by so doing and reducing the 
same to judgment, he only desired to reduce the Wilson Cotton, Mills’ 
claim to judgment in order to put them on an equal footing with the in- 
debtedness due banks and to prevent their running out of date. It is 
found in sections 24 and 25 that while the representations made to 
Sharpe were not made with the intent that they should be communicated 
to defendant’s president, Worth, they were so communicated and no 
defénce was made to the action before the jusitce.” The further facts 
that are material and that may be gathered from the admissions and 
the findings of the referee may be summed up as follows: On 10 Decem- 
ber, 1890, the defendant company at a meeting of its stockholders 

directed its president to execute an assignment, and that on the 
(651) following day, 11 December, 1890, the deed was prepared, naming 
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T. C. Worth as sole trustee, but, at his own request, the name of S. A. 
Woodard, plaintifi’s attorney, was inserted as co-trustee. Woodard 
thereupon immediately accepted the trust, in order that he might pro- 
tect his client, the plaintiff company, and continued to be a trustee 
until 21 January, 1891, two days before this action was brought, on - 
23 January, 1891. Both Worth and Woodard were ultimately appointed 
by the court receivers on 5 February, 1891, and gave bond and assumed 
control in that capacity. Meantime the trustee Woodard had obtained, 
as attorney for the plaintiff, as set forth in the opinion, about thirty-six 
judgments, by splitting up seven accounts (all for sums in excess of 
$200) and a draft for $2,992.82, and had caused all of-the judgments 
to be docketed in the Superior Court of Randolph County, either on 
22 December, 1890, or 24 January, 1891. B.C. Sharpe was the duly 
constituted agent of T. C. Worth, trustee, and president of defendant 
company, and as such took charge of the books and supervision of the 
business for Worth. These facts will appear by reference to findings 
Nos. 13, 14, 15, 16, 19, and 21. . | 

The rights of the defendants, which grow out of these transactions, 
are in no way impaired or affected by the fact that S. A. Woodard de- 
- parted from his instructions in accepting the place of trustee or in any 
way exceeded his authority for plaintiff. When the books were examined 
and the accounts were split up and reduced to judgment, he was still co- 
trustee of Worth and was acting also in the antagonistic capacity of 
attorney for the plaintiff. He was known to Worth, his associate in 
the trust, to be an attorney, as sufficiently appears from the findings, and 
when Worth received through his agent Sharpe the assurance | 
that Woodard’s purpose was only to place the claims of his (652) 
clients on an equal footing with the debts due banks, their re-. 
lations were such that Worth was warranted in trusting to him as an 
attorney to protect the interests represented by both. Woodard was one 
of the trustees at the time, in possession of the property and accountable 
for it to the assignor and the creditors, and sustained such relations 
to the defendant company as entitled its president to expect that, while 
such relations continued, he would refrain from taking, as an attorney 
of an adversary party, any judgment that would bind its property. 

Though an attorney acts in good faith for both plaintiff and de- 
fendant in any action or proceeding in the courts, it is well settled that 
any judgment entered upon his motion against either party for whom 
he appears as an attorney, and in favor of the other, will be set aside, 
on the ground that it is a fraud in law. Molyneux v. Huey, 81 N. C., 
106; Arrington v. Arrington, ante, 170; Moore v. Gidney, 75 N. C., 34. 

However innocently or honestly Mr. Woodard may have acted in 
his zealous efforts to advance the interests of his original clients, until 
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he placed himself at arm’s length by notice that he had ceased to act as 
trustee, Worth was excusable for being misled by his representations 
that he would so manage the claims of the plaintiff as to leave the assets 
of the insolvent company to be distributed as provided in the deed under 
which both were acting as trustees. (Gooch v. Peebles, 105 N. C., 411. 
Knowing his associate to be a lawyer, Worth was justified in confiding 
more implicitly in any assurance as to the legal effect of his proposed 
conduct of the suits before the justice of the peace. No man can main- 
tain a suit against himself even in his fiduciary capacity, and it was 
upon this principle that the law placed the claim of a personal repre- 

sentative against the decedent of whose estate he has charge, on 
(653) an equal footing with a judgment for demands of the same kind 

held by other creditors. Where two adversary parties to an action 
are both warranted in trusting to an attorney to protect their interests 
involved in the controversy, as occasion may demand, a judgment ren- 
dered on motion of such attorney, though he may have no actual fraudu- 
lent intent (as seems to be conceded in this case), 1s deemed fraudulent 
inlaw. Arrington v. Arrington, supra. 

We think that the reason upon which this doctrine is founded re- 
quires its application to a case where an attorney is counsel for a plain- , 
tiff, who is suing the attorney as a trustee or those he represents in 
his fiduciary capacity and seeking to gain an advantage over both the 
trustor and cestuis que trust. It is not material that Worth was sued 
as president of the defendant company when he was acting in the dual 
capacity of trustee and president. It was equally his duty as trustee and 
president, as far as possible, to see that the purpose of the assignor, the 
defendant company, as expressed in the deed, until that was set aside 
by the court, was carried into effect by preventing the plaintiff com- 
pany from acquiring a lien that would give it priority. Knowing that 
the other trustee had accepted a trust which imposed upon him the 
same duty, Worth was warranted in relying upon him to carry out the 
purpose expressed to Sharpe and communicated subsequently to him. 

_ We forbear, because it is needless to do so, to enter upon the discussion 
of the other question suggested on the first argument of the case, 
whether an assignment by a corporation which provides for a ratable 
distribution of the proceeds arising from the sale of all its property, 
should not be upheld as valid, on the ground that it is not within the 
letter of the statute (The Code, sec. 685). While, therefore, we arrive 
at the conclusion upon a different principle, we think that it was 

(654) correctly held that the assets should be ratably distributed. But 

| in order to allow that the court below should have vacated the jus- 
tice’s judgments in favor of the plaintiff on the ground that facts suffi- 
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cient to warrant such a decree were alleged and proven by the defendant 
company. 
Petition Dismissed. 


Cited: Kiser v. Blanton, 123 N. C., 408; Hlhs v. Massenburg, 126 
N. C., 184; Bank v. Bank, 127 N. C., 484; Griffin v. Thomas, 128 
Ne. Cs, "317; Fisher v. Bank, 182 N. C., TB ; Holl v. Ziglar, 159 N. C., 
279. 


H. Z SHERRILL v. WESTERN UNION TELEGRAPH COMPANY. 


Practice—Certrtorari—Statement by Trial J udge—Supplying Omis- 
sion in Testimony. 


Where the affidavit in an application for a certiorari showed that the word 
“not” was omitted in an important part of the testimony and was ac- 
companied by a telegram from the trial judge to the same effect and 
expressing his readiness to supply the omission, the writ will be granted. 


L. C. Caldwell and Bie Walker & Cansler for plaintiff. 
Jones & Tillett for defendant. 


Crark, J. The case on appeal was settled by the judge. The de- 
fendant files an affidavit for cerfzorarz on the ground that the word 
“not” was by inadvertence left out in an important part of the tes- 
timony and appends a telegram from the judge, to that effect, express- 
ing his readiness to make the correction. This complies with the require- 
ments laid down in the authorities. Boyer v. Teague, 106 N. C., 571; 
Bank v. Bridgers, 114 N. C., 107. That the hearing might not be de- 
layed, an instanter certiorari was ordered to issue and the cause 
placed at the end of the district to be called in its order on the (655) 
second call of the docket for the week. Considering the nature of 
the correction asked, on suggestion from the Court, the argument is pro- 
eeeded with on the first call, subject to any change which may be 
made in the record by the return to the certiorari, the decision being 
withheld till such return is made. 

Motion Allowed. 


Cited: Cashion v. Tel., 128 N. C., 270; Barber v. Justice, 188 N. C,, 
23. | 
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Action for Damages—Telegraph Company—Failure to Deliver Mes- 
sage—T rial—Eapression of Opinion by Trial Judge—N egligence— 
Damages—Mental Anguish. 


1. Where plaintiff, in an action against a telegraph company for failure to 
deliver a message, shows that defendant received it and failed to deliver 
it, he has established a prima facie case and it devolves upon the defen- 
dant to show excuse for such failure. 


. Where, in an action against a telegraph company for failure to deliver 
a message, the plaintiff establishes a prima facie case, the question of 
negligence is for the jury and an instruction that “upon all the evidence 
if believed, plaintiff is not entitled to recover,” is an expression of opinion 
by the court upon the weight of the evidence in violation of sec. 418 of 
The Code. 

38. In the trial of an action against a telegraph company for failure to deliver 
a message, an instruction that if the defendant made proper inquiries as 
to the whereabouts of the person to whom the message was addressed, 
from persons of wide acquaintance in the neighborhood and, upon in- 
formation so received, delivered the message to a person of the same 
name, it had used reasonable diligence, was erroneous inasmuch as it 
left out of consideration when and after how much delay the inquiries 
were made. 


4, Where, in the trial of an action for damages for failure to deliver a tele- 
graphic message, it appeared that the message on its face asked for 
answer and money was paid for a special delivery, it was negligence in 
the receiving agent when he found difficulty in delivering it, not to wire 
the sending oflice for a better address and not to notify the sender imme- 
diately upon the non-delivery of the message. 

5. A telegraph company cannot by contract restrict its liability for mistake, 
or delay in the delivery of a message. 


6. Where the nature of a telegraphic message appears on its face and the tele- 
sraph company fails, through negligence, to deliver it, the party injured 
by its non-delivery can recover damages for the mental anguish caused 
thereby. 


nh 


Action, for damages for the non-delivery of a telegraphic message 
by a telegraph company, tried before Bryan, J., and a jury, at No- 
vember Term, 1894, of Irzeprrt. From the judgment, on a verdict for 
defendant, the plaintiff appealed. The facts sufficientlY appear in 
the opinion of Associate Justice Clark. 


(656) 


Burwell, Walker & Cansler and L. C. Caldwell for plaintiff. 


Jones & Tillett for defendant. 
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Crark, J. The plaintiff having shown the delivery of the message 
to the defendant, with the charges prepaid (and it would have been 
the same if the defendant had accepted the message with charges to 
be collected), and the failure to deliver the message, a prima facie 
ease was made out and the burden rested on the defendant to show 
matter to excuse its failure. Thompson on Electr., sec. 274, and cases 
cited; Bartlett v. Tel. Co., 16 Am. St., 447; Pearsall v. Tel. Co., 21 
Am. Rep., 662. The court erred in granting the defendant’s second 
prayer for instruction that “upon all the evidence, if believed, the 
plaintiff is not entitled to recover and the jury should answer the 
fourth issue ‘No.’” The court should instruct the jury that a 
given state of facts, as a matter of law, would or would not be (657) 
negligence. Hmry v. R. R., 109 N. C., 589. But when the plain- 
tiff makes out a prima facie case, then to instruct the jury that the 
evidence rebuts it and overcomes it, is to invade the province of the 
jury and violates chapter 452 of the Acts of 1796 (Code, sec. 413), 
which forbids an expression of opinion by the judge upon the weight 
of the evidence. 

~The first instruction granted at the instance of the defendant was 
erroneous because it left out of consideration when and after how much 
delay the inquiries were. The promptness with which they were made 
was an essential element in an instruction as to whether there was 
reasonable diligence. The third instruction given at the instance of 
the plaintiff was erroneous. After showing the contract and the 
failure to deliver the message, the plaintiff had made out a prima facie 
case and the burden was on the defendant to rebut negligence. The 
court properly told the jury that the defendant was not a guarantor 
of the delivery and that they should distinguish between plaintiff’s 
grief for the death of the child for which the defendant was in no 
wise responsible, and that caused by his being deprived by the de- 
fendant’s negligence of the consolation of seeing his child before 
its death, but again erred in telling the jury that there was no evi- 
dence to support the second issue and directing them to answer it “No.” 

As to the plaintifi’s prayers for instructions, the message on its face 
asked for an answer, and money was paid for a special delivery. The 
agent at Statesville violated the rules of the company, upon his own 
evidence, in not wiring back to the sending office for a better address, 
when he found difficulty in delivering the message, and in not noti- 
fying the sender immediately upon the non-delivery of the message. 
For these and other reasons appearing in the evidence, it was 
error to refuse the fourth and sixth of the plaintiff’s prayers (658) 
for instruction. There were other errors excepted to, in apt 
time, but it is unnecessary to pass on them in detail, as they will prob- 
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ably not occur on another trial in view of the principles above laid 
down. 

The right of the plaintiff to maintain this action was sustained on 
a former appeal, 109 N. C., 527. That the defendant cannot by con- 
tract restrict its ability was held in Brown v. Tel. Co., 111 N. C., 
187, which is now reaffirmed. 

The plaintiff, if the message was not delivered by reason of de- 
fendant’s negligence, the nature of the message appearing on its face, 
can recover damages for the mental anguish caused thereby. Young 
v. Telegraph Co., 107 N. C., 870; Thompson v. Tel. Co., 1b., 449. 
The courts of all our sister states are not in accord with each other 
on this principle. A majority of those who have so far passed on this 
question sustain this view, being (in addition to this State) the courts 
of Texas. Indiana, Kentucky, Tennessee, Iowa and Alabama. The 
weight of the text writers is to the same effect. Gray on Tel., sec. 65; 
4 Lawson Rights & Rem., sec. 1970; 2 Thompson Neg., 847, sec. 11; 
Segwick Dam. (8th Ed.) sec. 894; Sutherland Dam. (2d Ed.) sec. 
97; 29 Am. Law Review, 267. An opposite view is held by the courts 
of Georgia, Mississippi, Kansas and Dakota. In the U. S. Circuit 
Courts opinions have been delivered on both sides. The better reason 
in our opinion is. with those which agree with the precedents in our 
own courts; for otherwise, except where the negligence is as to messages ° 
relating to pecuniary matters, there would be no liability for any 
neglect by telegraph companies and these great and necessary public 
agencies would be irresponsible and therefore unreliable, as to the 

correctness in transmission or promptness in delivery of mes- 
(659) sages of whatever importance, if not relating to mere money 

transactions. No man could depend upon the correctness or 
promptness of messages, as to which the law enforces no responsibility 
when they must pass through the hands of so many agents. The Su- 
preme Court of Dlinois, though not passing directly on the point, has 
intimated a leaning to the view held by this Court, while the Supreme 
Court of Missouri has recently adhered to the ruling of the minority. 
The cases have been collected in the notes in several late volumes of 
the American State Reports. It is unnecessary to cite them here, or 
to say more than to refer to and approve our own precedents on this 
point. 

New Trial. 


Cited: 8. c., 117 N. C., 358; Havener v. Tel. Co., 1b., 548; Hansley 
v. R. R., ib., 573; Roberts v. Ins. Co., 118 N. C., 484; Cashion v. Tel. 
Co., 123 N. C., 270; Hendricks v. Tel. Co., 126 N. C., 310, 811; Kennon 
v. Tel. Co., iv., 285; Neal v. R. R., 1b., 649; Darlington v. Tel. Co., 
127 N. C., 449; Meadows v. Tel. Co., 182 N. C., 48; Bryan v. Tel. Co., 
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133 N. C., 608; Cogdell v. Tel. Co., 185 N. C., 484; Jones v. Water 
Co., b., 554; Harrison v. Tel. Co., 186 N. C., 881; Green v. Tel. Co., 
wb., 492; Woods v. Tel. Co., 148 N. C., 5; Willkamson v. Tel. Co., 151 
N. C., 228; Shaw v. Tel. Co., tb., 642; Penn v. Tel. Co., 159 N. C., 
315; Filson v. Tel. Co., 163 N. CG, 11; Webb v. Tel. Co., 167 N. C., 
486; Young v. Tel. Co., 168 N. C., 27. 


WALLACE BROTHERS y. R. M. DOUGLAS. 


United States Deputy Marshals—Assignment of Clavms Against the 
Government. 


1. The matter of the compensation of deputy United States marshals is be- 
tween them and the marshal and not between them and the Government 
and therefore the assignment of their claims for compensation against the 
marshal is not in violation of section 3477 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States. | 

2. Where a United States marshal accepted a draft on him by his deputy 
marshal, “payable when I receive funds to the use of the drawer,” he. 
became liable when the moneys were placed to his credit though he had 
not taken manual possession thereof. 


Action, heard before Bynum, J., at May Term, 1894, of IrEpExz, 
on exceptions to a report of a referee. The facts and contentions of 
the parties will be found in the reports of the former appeals con- 
tained in 108 N. C., 19, and 114 N. C., 450, and in the opinion 
of Associate Justice Montgomery. The exceptions of the re- 
port were overruled and defendant appealed. (660) 


Armfield & Turner for placntiffs. 
R. M. Douglas for defendant. 


Monteomery, J. This is the fourth time this cause has been before 
the Court. In the report of the first appeal, 103 N. C., 19, can be 
seen the statement of the contention between the parties. 

The referee, at the August Term, 1893, of IrEpELL, made an amended 
report as follows: “ist. That the defendant R. M. Douglas was marshal 
of the Western District of North Carolina for the years 1878, 1879, 
1880 and 1881, and that during said years he had in his employment, 
as deputy marshal, J. T. Patterson, Jr., W. J. Patterson and S. P. 
Graham. 
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“9d. That on 4 December, 1879, J. T. Patterson, Jr., drew a draft 
on defendant in favor of himself for $200.00 (two hundred dollars) 
and indorsed by him on same day to Blantuo & Dryant and subse- 
quently purchased by the plaintiffs, who are now owners thereof, and 
that on the——-day of——-188—, the plaintiffs presented said draft to 
the defendant for payment, who accepted the same coneuonaly. by 
writing across the face thereof the following: 

‘Accepted, payable when I receive funds to the use of J. T. ee 
son, Jr. R. M. Dovetas, 
| : U. S. Marshal.’ 


“3d. That on 16 November, 1881, W. J. Patterson drew a draft 
on defendant for $325.00 (three hundred and twenty-five dollars) pay- 
able to himself and on said day indorsed by him and accepted by the 

defendant conditionally by writing across the face thereof the 
(661) following: 
‘Accepted, payable when I receive funds to the use of W. J. 
Patterson. R. M. Dovetras, 
Le Marshal. 


“And that the plaintiffs are now the owners thereof. 

“Ath, That neither of the foregoing drafts has been paid, nor any 
part thereof.. 

“Sth. That the defendant, Douglas, has had placed to his credit 
in the Treasury Department of the United States the sum of $460.76 
on claims due him for services of J. T. Patterson, Jr., performed prior 
to the acceptance of his said draft and the aforesaid sum of $460.76 
was not subject to any previous order or money advanced by the de- 
fendant to J. T. Patterson, Jr., and that the same was placed to his 
credit and control since the acceptance of said draft. 

“6th. That said defendant Douglas has had placed to his credit 
and control in the Treasury Department in Washington, D. C., the 
sum of $2,274.55 due him for service of W. J. Patterson rendered> 
prior to the acceptance of the aforesaid draft for $325.00 and that 
the same was not subject to any previous draft or moneys advanced by 
the defendant to the said W. J. Patterson, except a draft for $100.00 
and one for $500.00, and that the aforesaid sum of $2,274.55 was 
placed to the credit and control of the defendant since the acceptance 
of said draft. 

“7th. That the amount of the claim which S. P. Graham traded 
to the plaintiffs on 25 October, 1881, was $98.82 for services rendered 
by said Graham as deputy marshal to the defendant, and sworn to 
before J. C. Anderson, U. S. Commissioner, on 20 October, 1881, and 
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that the same was presented to defendant by the plaintiffs, which he 
agreed to pay, and of the aforesaid claim $95.62 has been placed to 
the credit and control of the defendant in the Treasury Depart- 

ment at Washington, D. C., since the acceptance of said claim (662) 
by defendant, the remainder of said claim having been allowed 

by the Government. That the voucher so traded to the plaintiffs was 
for services rendered prior to said acceptance and before the same 
was transferred to the plaintiffs. And the further sum of $2,858.76 
was placed to the defendant’s credit and control in the Treasury Depart- 
ment for services rendered by said Graham, and out of that sum the 
defendant has received $900.00, leaving $1,958.76 to the credit of the 
defendant since said acceptance. 

“8th. The referee finds as a further fact that the aforesaid amounts, 
when added together, make a sum total of $620.62. 

“From the foregoing facts I find the following conclusions of law: 

“Ist. That the amount of money placed to the credit and control 
of the defendant in the Treasury Department at Washington, D. C., 
as found above, and which is largely in excess of the plaintiffs’ claims, 
is subject to the payment of the drafts sued on to the full amount of 
the same with interest thereon at 6 per cent from 17 July, 1885, at 
which time this action began, till 7 August, 1893, which amount, 
$318.55, added to the principal, makes a sum total of $939.17, which 
I find as a conclusion of law that the plaintiffs are entitled to judg- 
ment against the defendant and for costs of action. All of which, 
together with the evidence introduced by both parties and the rulings 
as to the competency of evidence, is respectfully submitted, this 7 
August, 1893.” 

At May Term, 1894, when the case was called for hearing, the de: 
fendant made the following motions: “That the action be dismissed 
for that the complaint and evidence in the case disclose that all the 
drafts and accounts herein declared on were drawn on claims, or an 
interest in claims, against the United States before their allow- : 
ance, and are theréfore null and void under the Statutes of the (663) 
United States; the defendant further moves that the action be 
dismissed because the referee does not find that any sums of money. 
have been paid to the defendant.” The motions were overruled and the 
defendant excepted. The court then proceeded to consider the case on 
the report and exceptions. The exceptions were not sustained, the find- 
ings of the referee were adopted and confirmed, and the following 
judgment was rendered: 

“This action coming on for hearing before Bynum, J., at May 
Term, 1894, of Ireprizi, upon the report of H. Bingham, Esq., and 
euceniions thereto, and the decision of the Supreme Court, passing 
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upon the judgment of Whitaker, J., heretofore rendered at November 
Term, 18938, of this Court. 

“The defendant’s exceptions 4, 6, 7, 9 and 12, not heretofore passed 
upon, are overruled, and the opinion of the Saree Court overruling 
exceptions 1, 2, 3 and 11 is hereby adopted. | 

“The court adopts the findings of the referee upon his findings 
of fact, holding as matter of law, the records.A, B and C. ‘AA,’ 
being admitted by the Supreme Court as competent testimony, was suffi 
cient to sustain the findings of fact by the referee in his findings 5, 
6, 7 and 8, when plaintiff moved for judgment against defendant be- 
cause of his negligence in not collecting said sums due him as marshal 
for services of plaintiffs’ assignors, which the referee finds had been 
allowed defendant and placed to his credit and control, which motion 
was allowed by the court. Whereupon, upon motion of plaintiffs’ 
counsel, Messrs. Armfield and Turner, it is considered and adjudged 
by the court that the plaintiffs, Wallace Bros., recover of the defendant 
R. M. Douglas the sum of $961.50, with interest on $620 at six per cent 

per annum from 21 May, 1894, till paid. It is further con- 
(664) sidered that the plaintiffs recover of the defendant their costs 

of this action, to be taxed by the clerk of this court, except 
the sum of one hundred dollars allowed to H. Bingham, Esq., for taking 
and stating the accounts in this case, which is to be divided, the plain- 
tiff paying $50 and the defendant paying $50 thereof as heretofore 
adjudged.” 

To the judgment the defendant excepted for the reason, as he al- 
leges, that it shows that no funds had been received by the defendant to 
the use of J. T. Patterson, Jr., W. J. Patterson, or on the account 
of S. P. Graham, and that therefore the plaintiffs are not entitled to 
any judgment on the claim. He also excepts to the Judgment on the 
ground “that plaintiffs cannot maintain the action and make any 
recovery against defendant for the reason that the alleged causes of 
_action are unlawful, for that the drafts and account declared on are 
based upon and assign an interest in claims against the United States 
before the allowance of the claim by the Treasury Department of the 
United States in violation of section 3477, U. S. Revised Statutes. 

His Honor properly refused to dismiss the action for the first cause 
assigned therefor. The matter of the compensation of the deputies mar- 
shal of the defendant is between them and the marshal and not between 
them and the Government, and therefore the assignment of their claims 
for compensation against the marshal is not in violation of section 3477 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States. Wallace v. Douglas, 103 
N. C., 19. 


The second cause assigned for the dismissal of the action was prop- 
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erly refused. It was not necessary for the defendant to have received - 
the manual possession of the money which had been placed to his 
credit and under his control in the Treasury Department at 
Washington for the services of his disputes, to fix him with (665) 
liability on the acceptance which he had made for them. For 
whatever reason the defendant had failed or refused to make his settle- 
ment with the Government, his deputies had no concern. Their com- 
pensation, though due to them by the defendant, was audited and passed 
upon by the proper government officials and put to the credit and under 
the control of the defendant; and upon that having been done, there 
was a receiving by the defendant of the funds; so far as he and his 
deputies were concerned, the defendant became liable to them, and as 
a consequence to their assignees, the plaintiffs. 

The exceptions to the judgment cover the same grounds as do the 
motions to dismiss, and they are not sustained here. 

There is no error in the judgment, even if it be conceded that the 
court, in rendering it, gave a wrong reason therefor. 

No Error. 


Furcuss, J., having been of counsel, did not sit on the hearing of this 


case. 
Affirmed. On writ of error, 161 U. S., 346. 


J. M. SHARPE et at. v. W. A. ELLIASON, ASSIGNEE oF L. PEINKUS. 


Action for Accounting Against Assignee for Benefit of Creditors— 
Reference—Insufficient Report. 


1. Where, in an action for an accounting against the assignee of an insolvent’s 
estate, a reference is made to ascertain the condition of the estate and the 
conduct of the business by the assignee, the parties are entitled from the . 
referee to a statement of all the items of the account between them in 
order that either may, if he thinks proper, except to any particular item; 
therefore, | 

2. Where a referee, in such action, stated in his report that certain property - 
which had been sold belonged to the assigned estate and had been duly 
accounted for by the assignee; Held, that such report was too uncertain 
in that it failed to state how much was realized from the sale and how 
it had been accounted for. 


(666) 
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Action against W. A. Eliason, assignee of L. Pinkus, for an account- 
ing to ascertain the amount with which defendant is chargeable as 
assignee and for his removal and the appointment of a receiver. From 
a judgment confirming the report of a referee the plaintiffs appealed. 
The facts necessary to an understanding of the decision appear in 
the opinion of Chief Justice Fatrcloth. 


L. C. Caldwell for. plaintiffs. 
Robbins & Long for defendant. 


FarrctotH, C. J. This case was heard on referee’s report and one 
fact found was as follows: “That the blackberries sold Wallace ‘Bros. 
were part of the effects belonging to the assignment, or became such, 
and are duly accounted for by the said Eliason as assignee.” The plain- 
tiffs except, and say “that said report is vague and uncertain, in that 
it does not state the amount of money realized for berries sold Wallace 
Bros., and does not state how the same was accounted for.” The other 
two findings of fact and exceptions thereto present the same ques- 
tion. His Honor overruled these exceptions and gave judgment con- 
firming the report, etc. In this there was error. The reason is, as 
has been heretofore stated by this Court, that the parties are entitled 
from the referee to a statement of all the items of the account between 
them, in order that either may, if he thinks proper, except to any 
particular item. McCampbell v. McClung, 75 N. C., 393. Exceptions 

sustained. Cause remanded to be proceeded in, ete. _ 


(667) Reversed. 


Furouss, J., having been of counsel, did not sit on the hearing of 
this appeal. 


W. B. MOORE et at. v. DARIEN SMITH et At. 
Action Against Admimstrators—F oreign Judgment—Suretries—H quity. 


1. Where a judgment was obtained in another state against the administra- 
tors and sureties of a deceased administrator, and an action was insti- 
tuted in this State for a settlement, such judgment is competent evidence 
against and binding upon the administrators and their privies, it appear- 
ing that such administrators were present and resisting the recovery in 
the foreign court. : 


2. In an equitable action for the settlement of the estate of a deceased ad- 
ministrator and to satisfy a judgment obtained in another state against 
his personal representatives and the sureties on his bond, such sureties 
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may intervene and receive credit for what they have paid on the judg- 
ment, remaining liable to plaintiffs for any balance due on the judgment 
in excess of what may be realized in the present action.. 


Action, heard before Bryan, J., at January Term, 1895, of Rocx- 
INGHAM. . 
| 1. In July, 1862, Pleasant W. Moore died intestate in Henry County, 
| Va., and in October, 1862, Drury Smith was duly qualified as adminis- 
- trator of said Moore in Rockingham County, N. C., and filed his bond 
in the penal sum of $20,000, with H. C. Wooten, James W. Trent and 
John W. Morris as sureties on said bond, all of said sureties being 
then and now citizens of Henry County, Va. The plaintiffs are the 
heirs-at-law and distributees of said P. W. Moore. 

2. In 1872 said Drury Smith died intestate and the defendants, 
Darien Smith and G. W. Smith, were in January, 1878, duly (668) 
qualified as his administrators and the other defendants are 
the heirs-at-law and distributees of said Drury Smith. 

3. In 1878 the plaintiffs instituted a suit in Henry County, Va., 
against the defendant administrators and their said sureties for an 
account and settlement of their said estate, which resulted in a judg- 
ment in the Court of Appeals of Virginia against the defendants and 
by a decree of the Chancery Court of Virginia said sureties’ lands 
are ordered to be sold to satisfy said judgment, which is still unpaid. 

4, Said Drury Smith’s estate is still unsettled and this action is 
brought for a settlement thereof and to have lands sold to satisfy their 
judgment, At February Term, 1892, said James W. Trent and John W. 
Morris were made parties plaintiff in this action, who filed an amended 
complaint, alleging that they were in danger of having their lands 
sold to satisfy the Virginia judgment-and praying the court to protect 
them by requiring the representatives of their principal in said judg- 
ment to satisfy the same out of the real and personal property of 
the said Drury Smith’s estate. Judgment for plaintiffs against de- 
fendants was rendered, from which defendants appealed. 


Watson & Buxton for plaintiffs. 


R. D. Reid, Glenn & Manly and Shepherd & Busbee for defendants. 


Farrctotu, C. J. (after stating the facts): His Honor ordered an 
account of the estate of Smith to be taken and reserved the question of 
the personal liability of the defendant administrators until the referee’s 
report is filed. The question more elaborately argued before us 
was as to the effect of the Virginia judgment against the de- (669) 
feudant administrators, Darien and G. W. Smith. We find it 


unnecessary to enter into that question, because that Judgment was 
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unquestionably valid against the sureties Trent and Morris, who are 
now plaintiffs in this action. That judgment is also competent evidence 
against the defendant administrators and their privies, it appearing 
from the record that the administrators not only had notice but were 
present and resisting the recovery against them and the sureties of 
their intestate, as principal debtor. Lewis v. Fort, 75 N. C., 251; 
Hare v. Grant, T7 N. C., 208. 

The further objection was taken that plaintiffs, Trent and Morris, 
could not recover, as they are indemnified, until they have paid the 
debts against their principal. In an action at law this position would 
be tenable, but it is not so in a court of Equity, and for this reason 
they were properly allowed to be made parties plaintiff. The exercise 
of this equitable jurisdiction works out just results, i.e, the other 
plaintiffs are enabled to receive the money due them, the real debtor 
is compelled to pay it and the plaintiff sureties are relieved from jeop- 
ardy. Ferrer v. Barrett, 57 N. C., 445; Weckell v. Henderson, 59 
N. C., 286; Scott v. Timberlake, 83 N. C., 382. Of course the plaintiff 
sureties would remain liable on the Virginia judgment for any bal- 
ance not realized in this action. If it appeared that there were any 
creditors of Smith’s estate they would be necessary parties to enable 
those sureties to avail themselves of this equitable relief; but in their 
absence, the heirs and distributees are the next entitled and they are 
present in this proceeding to receive the money due by defendants. 

Tt, will be the duty of the court below to direct that the plaintiff sure- 

ties receive no more than they have paid on said judgment to the 
(670) use of the other plaintiffs since its rendition, and that the other 

plaintiffs receive the balance of the recovery according to their 
several rights. 

With these modifications, the judgment is 

Affirmed, 


J. L. HARTSELL v. W. C. COLEMAN ET At. 


Action to Recover Land—Deed—Vague and Uncertain Description— 
Extraneous Evidence. 


A description of lands in a deed as “lying on the west side of Spring street 
and north of Mill street,’ followed by courses and distances from “a 
stone” on Spring street around a parallelogram to the place of beginning, 
without indicating whether the starting point is at the intersection of 
Spring and Mill streets, or at a more remote point, is not so vague and 
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uncertain on its face to require the exclusion of proof aliunde to locate 
the land by fitting the description to the lot claimed under the deed. 


Action, tried by Boykin, J., and a ‘jury, at January Term, 1895, of 
CABARRUS. 

Among other deeds introduced by the defendants for the purpose of 
showing title in the defendant Coleman, the landlord, to that part of 
the land of which the defendants were in possession, after plaintiff 
had established a prima facte case, was one from John Fink and wife 
and C. A. Plott to Luther Palmer, dated 20 January, 1881. 

The description in the deed was as follows: 

“All that lot of land situated in the county of Cabarrus in the State 
of North Carolina, adjoining the lands of Dr. John Fink, in the town 
of Concord, and others, and bounded as follows: 

“Lying on west side of Spring street and north of Mill street. 
Beginning at a stone on Spring street and runs N. 48 W. 55 feet 
to a stone on Spring street; then S. 47 W. 10 poles to a 
stone; then 8. 43 E. 55 feet to a stone; then N. 47 E. 10 ee uot 1) 
to the beginning, containing 38 square rods, more or less,” 

The following plat was introduced: 
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The defendants offered to introduce parol evidence to identify and 
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locate the land therein mentioned. The plaintiff objected, alleging 
that the description of the land set out in said deed was too vague, un- 
certain and indefinite to be identified by parol evidence. The court 
sustained the plaintiff’s objection, and the defendant Coleman excepted. 

There was a verdict for the plaintiff. Motion by the defendants for 
a new trial was overruled and defendant Coleman appealed. 


(672) W.d. Montgomery for plainteff. 
W. G. Means for defendants. 


Avery, J. The words “lying on the west side of Spring street and 
north of Mill street” might be interpreted as meaning that the lot is 
to be located immediately west or indefinitely but not very remotely 
west of it. If it is not the usual interpretation given to them, and 
therefore the proper construction, it is certainly not erroneous if 
the defendant could proceed upon that theory and prove to the satis- 
faction of a jury, that such a hypothesis would enable him to fit the 
description to the lot. claimed by him so as to bring all of the descrip- 
tive expressions into harmony, to hold that 1t would be competent for 
him to do so. If we can conceive of a reasonable theory, upon which 
pertinent parol evidence might subserve this purpose, the opportunity 
should have been given to the defendant.to adduce such proof to sup- 
port it. 

Supposing that the intention of the parties was that the deed should 
be interpreted as if the word “side” had been inserted after “north,” 
it would follow necessarily that the beginning corner must be located 
at the intersection. This must be true because it would be impossible 
otherwise to run the first call N. 43 W. 55 feet from one point to an- 
other on Spring street and thence S. 47 W. 10 poles to a stone, then S. 
43 E. 55 feet to a stone, then N. 47 E. 10 poles to the beginning and still 
leave Mill street on the immediate south of the parallelogram (which 
as a mathematical certainty must be formed), unless such were the 
relative positions of the street and lot. We might have supposed for the 
purposes of this case that there was an intersection of the streets even 
if it had not been admitted by counsel and if by running from it the 
location should prove to be in perfect accord with the other parts of 

the description. as for instance by finding that the parallelogram 
(673) would be bounded on the north and west by lands owned at 
the date of the deed by Dr. John Fink and on the east and 
south by the two streets, there would be abundant evidence to go to the 
jury to fit the description to the thing. Edwards v. Bowden, 99 N. C., 
80. The question being whether the description was too vague and 
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uncertain upon its face to warrant the admission of proof aliunde to 
locate it, we have endeavored to discard from our minds the statements 
of counsel] as to what the testimony would have been under a different 
ruling. The map with explanations must be treated as if it had been 
drawn by a surveyor acting upon a theory and making a possible location 
out of what appeared upon the face of the deeds. 

Testing the accuracy of the ruling of the court below in this way, 
we think there was no error in holding that the description could not 
have been fitted to the land upon any reasonable hypothesis that could 
be fairly deduced from it. There was error which entitles the defendant 
to a 

New Trial. 


LELAND MARTIN vy. JOHN A. CHAMBERS ET At. 


Practice—Dismissal of Appeal—Neglegence in Prosecuting Appeal— 
Motion to Reinstate. 


Where an appeal after being on the docket for two terms was dismissed, when 
reached in its order at the third term, for want of prosecution, it will not 
be reinstated on appellant’s affidavit. that his attorney was sick, it not 
appearing that the appellant made any inquiry of his attorney regarding 
the appeal or sought to get other counsel to prosecute it. 


(674) 


PETITION OF DEFENDANTS TO REINSTATE APPEAL. 


L. 8S, Benbow, of counsel for petitioners, filed the petition. 


Crark, J. This case having been on the docket two terms without 
being prosecuted, when reached in its order at the third term, no one 
yet appearing to prosecute it, was dismissed as provided by Rule 15. 
Wiseman v. Commissioners, 104 N. C., 3380. The appellant now 
moves to reinstate on the ground that he entrusted his case to his 
counsel and supposed he would attend to it and that said attorney 
was sick and unable to attend to the appeal, and avers that appellant 
was without fault and that he hag not been negligent. The conclusion 
at which the appellant arrives is not warranted by the facts stated, 
The cause was on this docket three terms. It does not appear that 
counsel was ill the whole of that time. If he was, the appellant was. 
clearly negligent in not securing other counsel to attend to his appeal 
in this Court. If he was not ill the whole time, it is not averred that. 


the appellant inquired about the case of his counsel, or urged him. 
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to attend to it, or paid any attention to it in any way whatever. There 
may be cases in which the appellant has to this extent entirely abandoned 
all attention to his appeal, entrusting it solely to his counsel and mak- 
ing no further inquiry. If an appellant chooses so to act, abandoning 
all thought of his case to his counsel, and his appeal, after being 
neglected three terms, 1s dismissed under the rules, his grievance has 
been sustained at the hands of his counsel and his remedy (if he can 
show he has suffered loss) is by action against his counsel for damages 
sustained by his neglect so grossly to discharge the duty he has contrac- 
ted-to perform. But an appellant who so entirely abandons all 
(675) attention to his appeal as to let it remain for three terms in this 
Court without ascertaining and without inquiry even whether 
it was receiving any attention, or even whether such counsel had 
attended this Court, is not in a condition to ask this Court to encumber 
its docket longer with a case which. concerns himself so little, nor to 
vex the party who has secured judgment below by protracting the 
litigation. The judgment below is presumed to be correct, and the 
party seeking to reverse it must assign and show error, and must 
prosecute his appeal with more diligence than the appellant has 
shown. 
Motion Denied. 


©. J. SHOAF & CO. v. B. FROST. 


Exemptions—A liotment—Valuation on Appeal—Reallotment—Prac- 
fice. 


1. Upon an appeal from an appraiser of homestead and personal property 
exemptions, under the provisions of ch. 347, Acts of 1885 (amendatory 
of sec. 519 of The Code), the valuation as determined by the verdict of 
the jury is final and the commissioners appointed by the court to set 
apart the exemptions in accordance with the verdict must be guided by 

| that valuation. | | 

2. Upon an appeal from the appraisal of homestead and personal property 
exemptions and the assessment of the value thereof by a jury, the com- 
missioners to set apart the exemptions in accordance with the verdict 
must be appointed by the. court and summoned by the sheriff. 


Action tried at Fall Term, 1894, of Davis, before Battle, J., upon 
exceptions filed by plaintiff to the allotment of homestead and personal 
property exemptions to defendant. 

Upon. the trial the following issues were tendered by plain- 


(676) tiff and submitted to the jury 
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- Was the land allotted as a homestead worth more than i 000 at 
te time of allotment? “Yes.” 
. If yes, what was the land worth? Answer, “$2,000.” 

A Was the personal property allotted as a pomcaal property exemp- 
tion worth more than $500 at the time of the allotment? “Yes.” 

4, If yes, what was said property then worth? Answer, “$600.” 

The defendant objected to the 2d and 4th issues, and insisted that 
the jury could only pass upon the question whether the homestead and 
personal property exemptions as allotted, were excessive. Objection 
overruled and defendant. excepted. 

The court thereupon adjudged that the allotment of both real and 
personal property be set aside, and, further, that the sheriff summon 
three freeholders to go upon the premises and reallot the homestead 
and personal property of the defendant, and appraise the same, guided 
by the verdict of the jury in this proceeding, and report to the next 
term of court. The defendant excepted and appealed. 


Watson & Buxton’ for plaintrff. 
Glenn & Manly for defendant. 


Crarx, J. Ch. 347, Laws 1885, amendatory of section 519 of The 
Code, provides that if the homestead appraisal or assessment shall 
be increased or reduced by the jury on appeal “the jury shall assess the 
value of the property embraced therein” and that “the court shall 
appoint three commissioners to lay off and set apart the homestead 
and personal property exemption in accordance with the verdict of 
the jury.” If upon the jury’s finding an allotment excessive, or 
the reverse, the case should simply go back to another board (677) 
of assessors or appraisers, without any valuation fixed by the jury 
on the allotted property, another valuation of the appraisers could 
be excepted to, again and again, and the matter could thus be kept 
in court indefinitely. To prevent this very evil the Act of 1885 
was passed, providing that the property embraced in the allotment 
should be valued by the jury. Then, when the commissioners ap- 
pointed by the court, meet, taking such valuation as final, it is their 
duty merely to add or cut off enough (as the case may be) to make the 
amount of the constitutional allotment. Any exception to the action 
of this second board can only be to the correctness of the valuation 
added-or subtracted (as the case may be), taking the jury valuation of 
the property, first allotted, as the basis. 

The act (Clark’s Code, p. 526) provides that the court shall appoint 
three disinterested commissioners to make the new allotment in accord- 
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ance with the verdict of the jury. It was probably an inadvertence 
that his Honor directed the sheriff to summon them, meaning, it 
seems, that the sheriff should also select them. The judgment must 
be modified in this particular by the judge at the next term appoint- 
ing the commissioners, who shall then be summoned by the sheriff. 

As the modification in the allotment made by the new commissioners 
must be “in accordance with the verdict of the jury” the valuation 
placed on the allotted property by the jury must be taken as absolutely 
correct. If, by extraordinary reasons, as added improvements or great 
rise in values, or on the other hand the destruction of buildings or 
great depreciation in values, it may be that relief can be had in the 

manner pointed out in Vanstory v. Thornton, 110 N. C., 10, 
(678) upon an action brought for that purpose. But the commissioners 
| appointed by the judge under this act to make the reallotment 
must be guided by the valuation fixed by the verdict of the jury. 

Modified and Affirmed. 


Cited: .S. c. 121, N. C., 257; S. ¢., 123 N. C., 343; S.c., 127 N.C, 
307; Sash Co. v. Parker, 153 N. C., 188. 


D. W. HARMON zr at. v. C. W. HUNT, ASSIGNEE, ET AL. 


Action in Nature of Creditor’s Bill—Corporation—Creditors—Stock- 
holders—Unpaid Subscription—Evidence—Judgment eee Cor- 
poration. 


1. In an action by a creditor of an insolvent corporation against a stock- 
holder thereof to recover the amount of his unpaid subscription, a judg- 
ment rendered on the report of a referee in an action to set aside an as- 
signment by the corporation, together with the findings of the referee 
that such stockholder, after subscribing for a certain amount of stock 
and paying in one-half of his subscription, had been allowed to draw out, 
after the assignment, all he had paid in, was competent evidence against 
such stockholder although he was not a party to the action in which 
such judgment was rendered. 

2, One who has not objected to the admission in evidence of a referee’s re- 
port in a former action to which he was not a party cannot complain on 
appeal that the admission of such evidence was an error. 


3. Where, in an action by the creditors of an insolvent corporation against 
a stockholder thereof to recover the amount of his unpaid subscription, 
such stockholder admitted that he had suoscribed and had not paid his © 
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subscription to the capital stock, and introduced no further evidence, 
it was proper to direct a verdict to be rendered against him. 


Actron, in the nature of a creditor’s bill, in which the creditors of 
the Kernersville Manufacturing Company asserted their right to re- 
sort to the capital stock paid and unpaid, as a trust fund for 
the payment of its debts, heard before Battle, J., and a jury, (679) 
at August Term, 1894, of Forsyrn. 

There was a verdict for the plaintiffs, and from the judgment there- 
on the defendant, R. 8. Linville, appealed. The facts appear in Blalock 
v. Manufacturing Company (110 N. C., 99) and in the opinion of 
Associate Justice Furches. 


Jones & Patterson and Glen & M anly for plaintiffs. 
J. 8S. Grogan for defendants. 


Furcuss, J. We gather from the record in this case and the exhibits 
“A” and “EH,” which it seems were offered in evidence on the trial and 
made a part of the case on appeal, that some years ago—probably in 
1881—thereé was a corporation formed in Forsyth County for the 
purpose of working and manufacturing tobacco. That a number of 
persons became subscribers to the capital stock of said company in 
various amounts, among whom was the defendant, R. S. Linville, to 
the amount of $200. That a number of these subscribers paid into 
said company, which was organized and known as the “Kernersville 
Manufacturing Company,” the amount of their subscriptions, while 
some of them paid only a part and some of them paid nothing, or if 
they paid any part, were allowed to withdraw what they had paid in. 
In 1885, this company failed in business, became insolvent and made 
an assignment of its assets to .the defendant Hunt, to secure certain 
of its creditors. That some time after the assignment, the plaintiffs, 
creditors of said company, commenced this action to set aside said 
assignment for fraud and for judgment on their several indebtedness 
and for general relief. This action was in the nature of a 
ereditor’s bill and a reference was made to Mr. Gray to take (680) 
and state an account of the whole matters involved, which he 
did and reported to Fall Term, 1889, of Forsyth Superior Court. 
Both sides filed exceptions to said report and it was continued until 
February Term, 1891, when all the exceptions were overruled, report 
confirmed and judgment rendered for amounts found due in the report. 
This judgment was appealed from, 110 N. C., 99, the judgment modified 
and affirmed, subject to the modifications made by this Court. 
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In said report the referee finds that the defendant Linville subscribed 
$200 and that he paid in $100, being one-half of his subscription, 
but afterwards he was allowed to withdraw the $100 he had paid in, ~ 
and the court gave judgment against said defendant for the amount 
so found against him, and although this judgment was modified in 
this Court on appeal, it was not modified or changed in respect to 
Linville. 

After this action was commenced the Cus made an order to issue 
summons to all the corporators, making them party defendants, and 
it seems summonses were issued and the defendant Linville was present, 
participating in taking the evidence in the reference, and it was sup- 
posed he was served. But the papers in the case were afterwards de- 
stroyed and though they were partially, or, 1t may be, fully restored by 
‘copies from the case on appeal in this Court, no summons was found 
against the defendant Linville. The concern being insolvent, a sum- 
mons in the original action was issued against the defendant Linville, 
which was served, and a supplemental complaint was filed in substance 
(though very inartistically done) declaring that defendant subscribed 
$200 to the capital stock of said corporation, that he paid in $100 | 
but afterwards drew it out; that he (Linville) was a party to the 

action when the account was taken and judgment rendered 
(681) against him at February Term, 1891. 
The defendant answers and does not deny the subscription, 
but alleges that he was in the employment of the concern, that it did 
not keep its contract with him, that 1t was owing him in January, 
1888, more than his subscription, and it compromised the matter and 
he “surrendered” it, and paid him back the $100. He denied that 
he was served with a summons or that he was a party to the suit at 
the taking of the account or at the time of the judgment. 

Without objection or exception two issues were submitted to the 
jury by the court: 

1. Was R. S. Linville a party to this action at the time of the 
hearing before the referee 18 January, 1889, and when judgment was 
rendered confirming the referee’s report? Answer, “Yes.” 

2. In what amount, if any, is R. 8. Linville indebted to the Ker- 
nersville Manufacturing Company? Answer, “$200, with interest from 
18 January, 1889.” 

Upon these issues the court gave judgment against the defendant 
and the defendant appealed, assigning the following ground of error: 

“1, That the judge allowed the jury to consider in passing on the 
first issue, the statement in the referee’s report that R. S. Linville 
was present at the trial before him. (The judge allowed this and 
the referee also, as a witness, so testified.) 
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“9. The admission of the referee’s report as evidence. (When this 
report was introduced by the plaintiffs, the defendant Linville did 
not object.) » 

“3. The ieaian of the testimony of the witnesses ue Eller, 
Gray, Glenn and Blalock. 

“4. The said defendant also insisted that on all the evidence the 
court should have instructed the jury to answer mae first issue 
in the negative. i (682) 

“5. Said defendant also insisted that the court had no juris- 
diction, the principal amount demanded of him being only two hundred 
dollars, 

“6. Said defendant ies apieeted to the appointment of a receiver.’ 

According to the view we have of this case, we cannot sustain nae 
of defendants’ exceptions. The first issue, over which it seems the 
contest was made, in our opinion was entirely immaterial and should 
not have been submitted. But it did the defendants no harm, as we 
think the judgment would, or should, have been the same, if the jury 
had found this issue “N 9” instead a “Yes.” 

The corporation was the defendant and it represented the assets of 
the concern, and a judgment against it bound the assets. It was not 
necessary to make the individual corporators (the stockholders) parties, 
to do this; and tf the defendant was one of the corporators and had 
not paid his subscription to the capital stock, and the concern was in- 
solvent, as was alleged and not denied, it was a part of the assets—a — 
trust fund—for the payment of debts. Blalock v. Mfg. Co., 110 N. C., 
199; Heggie v. B. & L. Asso., 107 N. C., 581, and cases there cited. 

The findings of the referee and the judgment of the court at Feb- 
ruary Term, 1891, finding and adjudging that the defendant Linville 
was one of the corporators; that he subscribed $200 and had not paid 
it, or that he had paid $100 and taken it out again and owed it now, 
was at least prima facie true and was competent evidence if not con- 
clusive. And if the defendant Linville was not a party at the time of 
taking the account and judgment (and we are assuming that he was 
not) then we do not say that he might not have disputed the correct- 
ness of said judgment as to his liability to the corporation. ~~ 
But we do say that it was competent evidence and established (683) 
the indebtedness of the corporation to plaintiff. But as de- 
fendant introduced no evidence and having admitted his subscription 
and that he had not paid it, it was the duty of the court to instruct 
the jury, as he did, to find the 2d issue for the plaintiff. If we are cor- 
rect in this, the plaintiffs’ first exception cannot be sustained, as a 
part of the judgment at February Term, 1891, confirming the report 
of the referee and judgment thereon, made the report a part of the 
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judgment and it was necessary to refer to the report to see what the 
judgment was. 

In the case on appeal the judge says there was no exception to the 
introduction of the report in evidence as stated in defendants’ 2d 
exception—so this disposes of that exception, if we had not already 
disposed of it in what is said as to the first exception. 

The 3d exception cannot be sustained, as we think (but we do not 
pass upon this), for the reason that it was as to an immaterial issue, 
the finding of which either way could not have affected the result. 

The 4th exception has in effect been passed upon by what we have 
already said as to the judgment of February, 1891. 

The 5th and 6th exceptions, as we understand, were abandoned on 
the argument; but if they were not, they cannot be sustained. 

We also understand it to be stated on the argument that it would 
require all the defendant Linville was due the concern together with 
all they would be able to realize from other stockholders, who had 
not paid their subscription, and what they would be able to realize 
from the property and effects of the concern and more, to pay the in- 
debtedness of the said corporation. And with this understanding we 

affirm the judgment of the court below. But if it should not 
(684) require the whole of the unpaid subscriptions, together with 

the other assets of the concern, to pay said indebtedness, then 
defendant would only be required to pay his ratable part. 

Affirmed. | 


Cited: Worth v. Wharton, 122 N. C., 380. 


(685) 
NATIONAL BANK OF GREENSBORO er at. v. J. E. GILMER et At. 


Action to Set Aside Deed as Fraudulent—Fraudulent Conveyance— 
Badges of Fraud—Consideration—Dealings Between Father and Son 
—Special Term of Court, Extending into Regular Term—Trial— 
Remarks to Jury. 


1. It is not improper for the trial judge upon the continued disagreement of 
a jury, to have them brought before him and to impress upon them the 
necessity of their reasoning together, instead of being obstinate, and of 
coming to an early conclusion. 

2, Where a trial began on Wednesday of the last week of a special term and 
the jury had not agreed upon a verdict on Saturday night, it was not 
improper for the trial judge to open and conduct the regular term on 
Monday following and to continue the special term into that week for 
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the purpose of receiving the verdict of the jury, since the rights of the 
parties were not prejudiced thereby. 


3. In an action to set aside as fraudulent a deed from the defendant to his 
sons, it appeared in evidence that the defendant, prior to the purchase 
of the land by him, was indebted to his wife on certain notes; that 
there was a verbal agreement between him and his wife that he should 
buy a lot and build a factory thereon and hold the same in trust for her 
sons; that he bought a lot and built a factory thereon (but with money 
of a firm of which he was a member) and subsequently acquired the 
entire property; that the agreement with his wife remained executory 
and the notes unpaid at the time of the death of his wife and that 
‘thereafter he became insolvent and conveyed the lot and factory to his 
sons. Held, that such evidence was not sufficient to be submitted to the 
jury as establishing a trust in favor of the sons, and it was error to 
refuse an instruction that the deed was without consideration and void 
ns to erediicrs. 


4. In the trial of an action to set aside as fraudulent a conveyance “of a 
stock of goods by the defendant to his son, it appeared (1) that the de- 
fendant was indebted at the time of the conveyance; (2) that the sale 
was to a son; (8) on long credit; (4) without security; and (5) that 
the son was not worth more than $500 at the time; (6) that the defend- 
ant, though not insolvent at the time, was embarrassed by debt and 
heavy indorsement for others, and (7) that he became insolvent there- 
after. Held, that neither of these facts, nor all combined, amount to 
prima facie proof of fraud, but they were circumstances calculated to 
excite suspicion and challenge scrutiny as ae the intent with which the 
conveyance was made. 

5. Upon testimony tending to prove such suspicious cireumstances, it was the 
duty of the court, in instructing the jury, to denominate them, not as 

' “evidential facts bearing upon the issue,’ but as badges of fraud or cir- 
cumstances tending to show fraud, and that evidence explanatory thereof 
should be scrutinized with care. | 

6. While the Act of 1898 (ch. 4538) does not prohibit bona fide mortgages 
to secure one or more preéxisting debts, yet where a mortgage is made 
of the entirety of a large estate for a preéxisting debt (omitting only 
an insignificant remnant of property) the mortgage is in effect an as- 
signment for the benefit of creditors secured therein, and is subject to 
the regulations prescribed in said Act of 1893. 

7. Under the act regulating assignments for benefit of creditors (ch. 458, Acts 
of 1893) the failure of the assignor to file the schedule of preferred debts 
as required in said act, renders the asee of assignment void as to at- 
-tacking creditors. 


Action, tried before Battle, J., and a jury, at a Special Term of 
ForsytH, which began 24 November, 1894. The plaintiffs, the Na- 
tional Bank of Greensboro, Rowe Wiggins and the Atlantic Bank of 
Wilmington, North Carolina, being judgment creditors of the defen- 
dant J. E. Gilmer, brought this action for the purpose, as is alleged 
in their complaint, of petne aside and declaring fraudulent and void 
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certain conveyances and deeds of trust made by the defendant J. E. 
Gilmer; one being a deed of trust made by the defendant J. E. 
(686) Gilmer to the defendant J. W. Shepherd, trustee; another be- 
ing an absolute deed conveying certain real estate to his two sons, 
the defendants John L. Gilmer and Powell Gilmer; and the other being 
the transfer and sale of a stock of goods to the said John L. and Pow- 
ell Gilmer. | 

The plaintiffs further allege that at the time of these conveyances, 
the defendant J. E. Gilmer was insolvent, and that the said conveyances 
were made for the purpose of hindering, delaying and defrauding the 
- plaintiffs, all of whom were creditors of the said J. E. Gilmer at the 
time of the said conveyance. 

The defendants J. E. Gilmer, J. L. Gilmer and Powell Gilmer—the 
latter by their guardian J. E. Gilmer—filed their joint answer admitting 
the judgments recovered against the said J. E. Gilmer in favor of the 
plaintiffs, denying that the said conveyances were made for the purpose 
of hindering, delaying and defrauding the plaintiffs. 

The defendant J. W. Shepherd, trustee, filed a separate answer 
admitting the execution of the trust deed to himself by the defendant 
J. E. Gilmer, and denying the allegations of fraud. 

By leave of the court the plaintiffs filed an amendment to the 
complaint, setting out two additional causes of action, as follows: 

As to the deed by Gilmer to Shepherd, trustee, the plaintiffs say: 

“That the same in its terms and provisions is in conflict with the 
Act of 1893, regulating assignments and deeds of trust in that, under 
the provisions of said deed, the trustee is not required absolutely to 

close the trust within the next year after making the same, 
(687) but by the provisions thereof it may be continued indefinitely, 
and is therefore void. 

“Twelfth: That neither the defendant Gilmer, the grantor, nor 
Shepherd, trustee, the grantee, have complied with the terms and pro- 
visions of said act, in that among other things defendant Gilmer, the 
grantor, has not filed a sworn schedule of the preferred claims under 
said act as therein provided, nor Shepherd, trustee, a sworn inventory of 
the property which come into his hands under said deed. 

“Wherefore the plaintiffs insist that said deed is void and of no 
effect.” 

Issues were submitted to the jury, without objection, and answered 
by them as follows: | 

1. Was the trust deed dated 18 January, 1894, executed by J. E. 
Gilmer with the intent to hinder, delay or defraud his creditors or any 
one of them? Answer, “No.” 

2. Was the deed dated 2 August, 1893, from J. E. Gilmer to his 
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sons John L. and Powell Gilmer fraudulent and void? Answer, “No.” 

3. Was the said deed a voluntary conveyance as _ all undivided 
92-100 interest? Answer, “No.” 

As to any remaining interest] Answer, “Yes.” 

4, Was the lot described in said deed purchased and the factory 
thereon constructed by J. E. Gilmer in whole or in part with funds 
borrowed by him from his wife with the understanding and agree- 
ment between them that the property should belong to their sons, the 
said John L. and Powell Gilmer? Answer, “Yes.” 

5. If so, what amount of money belonging to his said wife was thus 
used by said J. E. Gilmer? Answer, “$9,200.” 

6. Was the bill of sale of the stock of goods on 1 July, 1893, fraud- 
ulent and void? Answer, “No.” 

7. If there was such a trust deed as is mentioned in issue | 
4th was it a fraudulent trust? Answer, “No.” (688) 

The plaintiffs introduced in evidence a deed from the defen- 
dant to his sons John L. and Powell Gilmer, conveying what was 
known as “the Factory Lot” in Winston. The deed was dated 2 August, 
1893, probated 4 August, 1893, and registered 5 January, 1894. The 
consideration was stated to be “ten dollars and the further considera- 


‘ tion of natural love and affection which he bears to his sons John L. 


Gilmer and Powell Gilmer and the further consideration of the large 
sum of money belonging to the mother of John L. Gilmer and Powell 
Gilmer and used by the grantor in the purchase of the lot herein con- 
veyed and erecting the building thereon.” 

The plaintiffs also introduced a deed of trust from the defendant 
to J. W. Shepherd, dated and probated 18 January, 1894, and regis- 
tered 22 January, 1894. The deed was made for the purpose of se- 
curing certain debts therein mentioned and contained a defeasance 
clause providing that if the grantor should fail to pay the debts se- 
cured by the deed on or before 2 April, 1894, then the trustee, upon 
application of any of the unpaid creditors, should sell the lands con- 
veyed at auction and apply the proceeds to the payment of the said 
debts and costs, etc., and pay any surplus to the grantor. 

The plaintiffs also introduced records of judgments against the de- 
fendant and others aggregating about $250,000, together with execu- 
tions on those belonging to the plaintiffs on which the sheriff had 
returned “nothing to be found.” 

For the defendants, the trustee J. W. Shepherd testified, among 
other things, that at request of creditors he had sold all the property 
conveyed in the deed in trust at public auction to the defendant John 
L. Gilmer for $25,000, with which he had been enabled to settle 
all the debts mentioned in the deed of trust; that he personally, 
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(689) knew'of a good many of the secured debts and that they were 

bona fide; that he never had any reason to think that any of 
the debts were not bona fide, and that no fraudulent suggestion was 
ever heard of by him. 

The other material facts developed in the testimony appear in the 
plaintiffs’ request for instructions and the charge of Battle, J. 

The allegations of fact contained in the amendment to the complaint 
were admitted by the defendants on the trial, without prejudice as 
to any conclusions of law therein stated. 

The trial of this action commenced on Wednesday, 26 November, 
1894, during the week of Special Term, which term would have ended 
with that week but for the judge continuing the term under the stat- 
ute, Code, sec. 1228, as amended by Laws 1893, chap. 226, which the 
plaintiffs insisted that he had no right to do, and they duly excepted 
to this ruling that he did not have such right. The case was given 
to the jury on Saturday of that week at 7 p.m., and the court took 
a recess then for supper till 9 p.m., met again at that hour, and the 
jury having come in and announced that they could not agree, the 
judge ordered an adjournment of the court until Monday, 3 December, 
1894, at 9 a.m., to which the plaintiffs objected as above stated. Court 
met on 3 December, 1894, at 9 am., pursuant to adjournment. The © 
jury appeared and announced that they had not yet agreed, whereupon 
they were directed to retire and court was adjourned from time to 
time (as will appear from the entries in the minute docket, which 
will be copied and hereto annexed) until the judgment was signed. 

The verdict was rendered on Tuesday, 4 December, and after that 

the special term was continued from day to day by consent of 
(690) parties in order that plaintiffs’ counsel might prepare and present 

their ‘motion for a new trial. The regular term of Forsyth 
Superior Court convened on Monday, 3 December, 1894, at 10 am., 
and continued for two weeks. 

When the jury came into court Monday morning, 3 December, at 
9 am., and said they could not agree, the judge told them that it 
would be a lame and impotent conclusion of the special term, if 
four days’ labor during that term was to go for nothing. “It is im- 
portant to the parties, it is important to the public that this litigation 
shall come to an end. You are intelligent men, and are just as able 
to decide these issues as any other jury will be. 

“You ought to consult and reason together and come to a verdict. 
You ought not to be obstinate about the matter. It is your duty to 
agree if you possibly can. I shall be here holding court for two weeks, 
and you will have plenty of time to reflect on the matter.” 

Late in the afternoon of the same day the jury again came into 
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court and one of them had certain written questiens which he asked 
the judge and he answered the same, and then said to the jury: “You 
should reason together, gentlemen, and try to come to a unanimous 
conclusion on all the issues. I repeat to you what I said this morning, 
that we have been engaged in this trial for some time, and it is to the 
interest of the parties and of the public that the suit should come to an 
end. It-is against the public interest that the docket should be in a 
crowded condition. It prevents persons whose rights are invaded from 
bringing suits, which they think will be so long 1 in being tried. I do 
not mean that you should render a compromise verdict which would 
be improper. If one or two of you should think one way and the others 
another way (I do not know how you stand, I merely say this for an 
illustration), that one or those two should not be obstinate about the 
matter, but all should reason together, discuss the matter fully and 
see if they cannot arrive at. unanimity.” The j jury then retired, 
remained out all night, and the next morning returned the (691) 
verdict which appears in the record. 

At the close of the testimony, the’ plaintiffs asked the court to 
hold as a matter of law: 

1. That the deed of trust executed by J. E. Gilmer to the de 
fendant Shepherd was void upon its face as being in conflict with and 
inconsistent with chapter 453, Laws 1893, regulating deeds of assigu- 
ment as is alleged in the amendment to the plaintiffs’ complaint and 
numbered No. 11, and 

2. The plaintiffs asked the court to hold the deeds of trust from 
Gilmer to Shepherd as void, for the reason that it was admitted that 
neither the grantor Gilmer nor the trustee Shepherd had complied 
with the terms and provisions of the said Act of 1893 regulating as- 
signments and deeds of trust, in that, among other things, the de- 
fendant Gilmer, the grantor, had not filed a sworn schedule of the pre- 
ferred claims under said act as therein provided, nor the said trustee, 
Shepherd, a sworn inventory of the property which came into his hands 
under said deed. The court reserved these questions until after the 
verdict of the jury, and then refused to grant the motions of the plain- 
tiffs,.to which the plaintiffs excepted. _ | 

At the close of the testimony plaintitts submitted prayers for in- 
structions as follows: 

1. That taking all the evidence as true with regard to the con- 
veyance of factory, the deed from Gilmer to a sons is a voluntary 
conveyance and void as to the plaintiffs. 

2. That it appears by uncontradicted eee that the sale of 
the goods was: — 

(1) When plaintiff had a subsisting debt. 
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(692) (2) Was to a son of the debtor Gilmer. 
(3) Was on 6, 12, 18 and 24 months time. 

— (4) Son was at the time of sale of goods not worth more than $500. 

(5) Immediately after sale of goods the purchaser issued bill heads, 
stating that the purchasing firm consisted of W. H. Marler and the 
two sons, one of whom was at the time nineteen years of age. 

(6) No security was taken by the debtor but simply the unsecured 
notes of the son. 

(7) That at the time of sale the debtor, Gilmer, was greatly em- 
barrassed. 

(8) That this embarrassment existing in July, 1893, resulted in 
insolvency. 

That these facts being established, the law declares the sale void 
as to plaintiffs unless evidence of other and additional facts indicating 
good faith is furnished by defendant, and such additional evidence 
as appears in this case is not sufficient in law to show good faith in 
the transaction, and the jury must find the sale of goods to be void 

as - the plaintiffs. 

That if the deed of trust to Shepherd was made by de- 
ee Gilmer with the intent to hinder, delay and defraud his credi- 
tors, or any of them, the same is void, although neither the trustee, 
Shepherd, nor the beneficiaries thereunder knew of or participated 
in such fraudulent intentions and although the debts secured thereby 
are bona fide. | 

4, As to the deeds to the sons, the court is asked to charge 
the jury that the request of Mrs. Gilmer that defendant J. E. Gilmer 
should buy the lot and build the factory with money owing to her 
and represented by notes of defendant Gilmer, and convey the same 
to her sons John L. and Powell Gilmer, and defendant’s verbal pro- 

mise to do so, was a mere executory, oral contract, and not 
(693) being carried into effect in wife’s lifetime the same was in- 

capable of enforcement in specie by the courts, and the notes 
to the wife, by her death, intestate, became the property of J. EK. Gilmer, | 
and therefore it was incompetent and inadmissible in defendant J. E. 
Gilmer when the money represented by his notes had become his ab- 
solute property, to fall back on the incomplete purposes of himself 
and wife in regard to the factory, and thus execute a deed to the boys; 
and as to this property, to wit, the factory, the deed of Gilmer to 
his sons is not founded on valuable consideration and is ‘therefore 
void as to his creditors. 

5. If the court refuses to imstruct that upon the case made 
the deed from Gilmer to his sons was a voluntary conveyance and shall 
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leave it to the jury to say whether there was a trust, which existed 
at the death of Mrs. Gilmer, in favor of her sons, which he could 
execute by conveying to them, then plaintiffs request the court to hold 
and charge that upon all the evidence the trust was secret and there- 
fore void as to plaintiffs—Refused; but the court told the jury that if 
it was a secret, fraudulent trust, the husband to hold himself out as 
owner, to sail onder false colors, if such was the purpose of the parties 
to the trust, then the same is void and no trust at all, and the seventh 
issue should be answered “Yes.” 

6. If the debt of $2,000 preferred in the trust deed to John 
and Powell, consisted of rents and sales of timber from lands belong- 
ing to Lettie with a remainder over to John and Powell, the rents 
and sales accruing in the lifetime of Lettie, and in the hands of J. E. 
Gilmer, as guardian, at her death, the money thus due to her became 
the property of J. E. Gilmer on her death, and did not belong to John 
and Powell, and hence the preference was fictitious and the insertion of 
a fictitious debt in this trust deed is a fraud on the part of the 
grantor, and therefore vitiates the deed, and the first issue (694) 
must be answered “Yes.” | 

7. If the debt of $2,000 preferred in the trust deed to John 
and Powell, consisted of rents and sales of timber from land belonging 
to Lettie, with a remainder over to John and Powell, the rents and 
sales accruing in the lifetime of Lettie, and in the hands of J. E. 
Gilmer, as guardian, at her death, the money thus due to her be- 
came the property of J. E. Gilmer on her death, and did not be- 
long to John and Powell, and hence the preference was fictitious and 
the insertion of a fictitious debt in this trust deed is a strong badge 
and circumstance of fraud. 

8. There 1s evidence that some of the debts secured by the trust 
deeds were debts in which the debtor, J. E. Gilmer, was lable jointly 
and severally with others who were solvent and responsible and that 
these debts were described in the trust deed as being the debts of 
J. E. Gilmer, without reciting the fact of the hability of these other 
debtors; and there is evidence that some of said debts recited in the 
trust deed were secured by good and valuable collaterals, which were 
not recited in the trust deed. If J. E. Gilmer had the purpose in 
making the trust deed to suppress these facts and thereby magnify 
his indebtedness and mislead his creditors, this amounts to an intent 
to hinder, delay and defraud his creditors, and makes the deed void 
and the jury must answer the first issue “Yes.” 

9. If the jury should find that Gilmer inserted in the deed to 
Shepherd the debt of $4,000 as due to Gilmer, Marler & Co., at a time 


when they, as a firm, were indebted to him in a greater sum with the 
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purpose thereby to magnify his indebtedness and mislead his creditors, 
this amounts to an intent to hinder, delay and defraud his creditors, 
and such intent vitiates the deed and you will answer “Yes” to the first 
issue. | 
The court declined to give instruction No. 1. 
The court refused to give instruction No. 2, as therein set 
(695) out, but in lieu thereof gave instructions as hereinafter set 
out. | _ 

The court gave tnstruction No. 38. 

~The court refused instruction No. 4, but instructed the jury on that 
point as hereinafter appears. 

In regard to the plaintiffs’ 6th prayer for instructions, the judge 
struck out the last part thereof, beginning with the words, “hence the 
preference was fictitious,’ and inserted in lieu thereof, “af the defen- 
dant, J. E. Gilmer, knew this and fraudulently inserted this debt in 
the trust deed, that would vitiate the whole trust deed, and the first 
issue should then be answered “Yes”; but this would not be so if the 
inserting of a debt that he did not really owe was due to an honest 
mistake.” 

A similar change was made by the judge in the 7th prayer for 
instructions. | . | 

These prayers for instructions, thus changed, were given to the jury. 

The judge recapitulated the evidence, applied the law thereto, and 
instructed the jury fully in these and all other law points raised. He 
was not requested to put his charge in writing. Among 6éther instruc- 
tions he gave the following: 

“1, The defendants’ counsel contend that the relation of debtor 
and creditor existing between J, E. Gilmer and his wife, he owing 
her $9,200, there was an agreement between him and her that he would 
purchase a lot in Winston and build thereon a tobacco factory, the 
property so acquired to be held in trust for her two sons, John and 
Powell, he, the said J. E, Gilmer, to use in the acquiring of such prop- 
erty the money that he owed her as far as it would go, or his own 

money with the understanding that the money thus expended 
(696) should go as credit on her notes against him, and that, in pur- 

-guance of this agreement, he, joining in with one Edmunds, 
purchased a lot in Winston from W. A. Whitaker and built a factory 
thereon, paying for the lot and building about $17,000, and after- 
wards in pursuance of the same agreement took a deed 26 May, 1891, 
from said Edmunds for his interest in said property; and that the 
amount of her money used in this way was $9,200, the cost of the prop- 
erty then being $17,000. 

“Tf the jury believe that the facts are as above stated then the two 
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sons became as soon as the property was acquired the equitable owners 
of 92-170 thereof and as to such undivided interest the deed from said 
J. E. Gilmer to said John L. Gilmer and Powell Gilmer, dated 2 Aug., 
18938, is not voluntary. 

“The alleged facts on which thie alleged trust depends must be proven 
by the defendants to the satisfaction of the jury by evidence which, 
in their judgment, is cogent, clear, strong and convincing. If the 
jury do not consider such facts so proven, then they will answer the 
3d issue: Yes. If they do not consider such facts so proven, they will 
answer said issue: No, as to an undivided 92-170 interest. Yes, as 
to the remaining interest. 

“Tf the lot was purchased and the factory built without any such 
agreement as above mentioned, or without the existence of facts neces- — 
sary to create a trust as aforesaid, then the notes held by the wife 
against the husband, remaining unpaid at her death (she dying in- 
testate), became the property of the husband as her sole distributee 
(he becoming, that is, the real owner thereof, subject to the claims of 
her creditors, if any); and the third issue must in that case be an- 
swered, Yes. 

“4, In a case of circumstantial Lagi there are two inquiries for 
the jury: (a) The evidential facts, that is, the facts relevant 
to the issue—are they true? (b) Do you infer from such ( 697 ) 
facts that the fact in issue exists? For example in regard to the | 
sixth issue, the fact in issue (alleged by plaintiffs and denied by the de- 
fendants) is, that the goods were sold 1 July, 1893, by J. E. Gilmer to 
John L. Gilmer with intent to defeat, or to hinder, or to delay the 
creditors of J. E. Gilmer or some one or more of them; or putting 
this in other words that his purpose, or some part of ae purpose, in 
making this sale, was to promote his own ease and favor, at the ex- 
pense of, or to the prejudice of the rights of his creditors.” | 

The evidential facets on which the plaintiffs rely and which the de- 
fendants do not contradict, are the following: 

(a) That the plaintiffs had at the time subsisting debts. 

(b) That the said purchaser was the near “relative, the son, of the 
seller of the goods. 

(c) That the sale was not for cash, but on time, notes being | taken 
payable in 6, 12, 18 and 24 months. 

(d) That no security was taken for said notes. : 

(e) That the purchaser was not worth more than $5,000. 

(f{) That at the time of sale debtor, J. E. Gilmer, was greatly « em- 
barrassed. 

(g) That immediately after sale the purchasers issued bill heads 
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stating that the purchasing firm consisted of W. H. Marler and two 
sons, one of whom was at the time. nineteen years of age. 

(h) That the debtor J. E. Gilmer’s financial embarrassment, -exist- 
ing in July, 18938, resulted in insolvency. 

The question is whether: from these facts and other evidential facts 
which you may find to Buict, you infer the existence of the fact in issue. 
| The defendants argue against such an inference and contend 

(698) that they have proven the following evidential facts: 

“1, That the said J. E. Gilmer’s purpose in selling the goods 
was to get out of business on account of the ill health of himself and 
other members of his family, ete. 

“9, That he has reason to believe that the notes iii for his son 
would be paid—his wife, who had considerable property, having fre- 
quently expressed to him her desire and purpose to set her said son 
up in business. . 

“3. That the said son was of good business qualifications, sober and 
industrious. 

“4, That the printing of Powell Gilmer’s name on the bill heads was 
a mistake. He hadn’t really been taken into the firm of Gilmer, Mar- 
ler & Co., as a member, but it was only intended that he should be- 
come a member when he attained his majority. The question 1s 
-whether these facts are true, and then whether from the whole evidence 
you infer the existence or non-existence of the fact in issue, remember- 
ing that on the whole case the burden of proof is on the plaintiffs.” 

The plaintiffs duly excepted to the refusal of the court to grant the 
first instructions prayed for—the refusal to give second instruction 
prayed for—and as prayed for, and to the giving of the instructions 
that were given in leu thereof. 

Same as above in regard to the plaintiffs’ 4th prayer—to the refusal 
to give their 5th prayer for instructions and to the instructions that were 
given in that connection. And to the changes that were made by the 
court in their 6th and 7th prayers. The plaintiffs further excepted 
to that portion of the judge’s charge in which after recapitulating the 

evidential facts on which the plaintiffs relied, letters from “a” to “h” 
both inclusive, as to which the defendant had introduced no contra- 

dictory evidence, and after recapitulating the evidential facts 
(699) which the defendants claimed to exist in their favor, the judge 

refused to tell the jury that there was a legal presumption of 
fraud, but told the jury, “The question is whether these facts are 
true and then from the whole evidence do you infer the existence or 
non-existence of the fact in issue, remembering that in the whole case 
the burden of proof is on the plaintiffs.” 

The jury responded té the issues as set out above. Plaintiffs moved 
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_ for a new trial, which was refused, and appealed from the judgment 
rendered. Errors assigned were as follows: 

“First. That the court erred in refusing to grant the motion of the 
plaintiffs asking that the said deed of trust from Gilmer to Shepherd 
be declared void on its face as being inconsistent with the Act of 1893 
regulating assignments and deeds of trust. 

“Second. That the court erred in refusing to grant the motion of 
the plaintiffs asking that the deed of trust from Gilmer to Shepherd 
be declared void upon the admitted facts that neither the grantor, 
Gilmer, nor the grantee, Shepherd, had complied with the Act of 1893 
in eoferende to assignments and deeds of trust. 

“Third, That the court erred in ordering the jury to be brought 
into court and addressing them in the. language as set out above. 

“Fourth. That the court erred in continuing the special term after. 
the regular term had been opened and receiving the verdict of the 
jury on ‘Tuesday, 4 December, 1894, it being the second day of the 
regular term of the Forsyth Superior Court. 

“Fifth. That the court erred in refusing to grant the special in- 
structions numbered 1, 2 and 4 asked for by the plaintiffs, and. 
in changing their 6th and 7th prayers for instructions. ~ (700) 

“Sixth. That the court erred in giving’in place of instruc- 
tions fifth asked for, the following: ‘But if it was a secret fraudulent 
trust, husband to hold himself as owner, to sail under false colors, if 
such was the purpose of parties to trust, same is void as to plaintiffs, 
and no trust at all, and the seventh issue should be answered, Yes.’ 

“Seventh. That the court erred in charging the jury as follows: 
‘After recapitulating the several facts on which the plaintiffs relied, 
and which the defendants did not contradict, and lettered respectively 
from “a” to “h,” both inclusive, and after recapitulating the eviden- 
tial facts which the defendant J . E. Gilmer claims to have proven, 
the question is whether these facts are true, and then whether from 
the whole evidence you infer the existence or non-existence of the fact 
in issue, remembering that on the whole case the burden of the proot 
is on the plaintiffs.’ ” 


Dillard & King, Ricaud & Weill and D. L. Russell for plaintiffs. 
Watson & Buxton and Jones & Patterson. and Glenn & Manly for 
elenaanys: 


Avery, J. The exceptions to the judge’s remarks to the jury are 
without merit. Almost the same expressions were used in Osborne v. 
Wilkes, 108 N. C., 651, and were found unobjectionable on appeal, 
citing Hannon v. Grizzard, 89 N. C., 115. Nor was there error in con- 
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tinuing the term to conclude the trial or to receive the verdict. This 
is authorized as to felonies by The Code, sec. 1229 (S. v. Adair, 66 
N. C., 298) and was extended to all other cases by chapter 226, Laws 
| 1893, except that it would not apply to civil cases begun after 
(701) Thursday of the last week of the term. The trial of this 
action began on Wednesday. At common law, when the jury 
in a capital case did not agree during the term, they were carried to 
the next court where of course the business went on during their deliber- 
ations. 2 Hale P. C., 297; S. v. Bullock, 63 N. C., 570. Certainly 
it could in no wise prejudice the parties that while the jury were 
out considering their verdict, the judge opened and conducted another 
term at the same place. It could in no wise have benefited the parties 
to have had the judge idle, nor could it be expected that the public 
business should thus, without cause, have been suspended. ‘The court 
erred in holding that the evidence offered to establish a trust in favor 
of the sons was sufficient to be submitted to the jury. The relation 
of debtor and creditor had existed between J. E. Gilmer and wife 
many years prior to the purchase by him of the land in 1890 for the 
firm of which he was the senior member. He bought the land with 
the firm’s money and constructed the building thereon also with funds 
of the firm. He subsequently, in 1891, bought his partner out and took 
title to himself without any directions or instructions from his wife, 
who was not consulted. In 1892 he executed more notes to his wife and 
entered credits on those then existing. At the death of his wife these 
notes became the property of J. E. Gilmer. Code, sec. 1479. If there 
was any agreement between him and his wife that he, being indebted 
to her, was to buy a lot and build a factory, charging the cost on her 
notes, the property to be held in trust for his sons, it is the evidence 
of himself and partner that in fact the lot was bought and the factory 
built with the funds of the firm. The verbal agreement with his wife 
was executory, and the notes becoming the property of J. E. Gilmer 
by his wife’s death, the deed thereafter to his sons was without con- 
sideration, and void as to creditors. The fourth prayer of in- 
(702) structions asked by the plaintiff should therefore have been 
given, and the instruction given in lieu thereof was erroneous, 
being based upon a hypothetical state of facts not appearing in the 
evidence. | , 

But if the testimony offered for the plaintifis was believed by the 
jury, there were a number of badges of fraud which can scarcely be 
accurately described except by so denominating them, though they are 
sometimes designated as circumstances calculated to excite suspicion 
and challenge scrutiny in order to ascertain whether a conveyance was 
executed with fraudulent intent. Among the evidences of fraud relied 
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upon by the plaintiffs were the following: 1. That Gilmer owed a 
debt’ when he sold the goods; 2. That he sold on credit of 6, 12, 18 
and 24 months; 3. That the purchaser was not worth over $500; 4. 
The purchaser gave his note without security; 5. Gilmer was em- 
barrassed with debt; 6. Though not then insolvent, his embarrassment 
soon after resulted in insolvency; 7. The sale was to a son. 

In Beasley v. Bray, 98 N. C., 266, the Court held that an absolute 
conveyance by an insolvent debtor to an insolvent vendee, who was 
not fixed with a fraudulent intent, even upon a long credit and without 
security, was merely evidence of fraud to be considered by the jury. 
It will be observed that in Beasley’s case it was admitted that the debtor 
was not only embarrassed with debt but was actually insolvent. If in 
this case it had been admitted that the elder Gilmer was insolvent 
and conveyed to a son for an insufficient consideration, such a combi- 
nation of circumstances would have raised a presumption of fraud. 
“But father and son may deal with each other in good faith just as 
others not so related may do.” Banking Co. v. Whitaker, 110 N. C., 345. 

If the conveyance to the son by an embarrassed father had 
been made, when only mere relatives were present, and explana- (703) 
tion had been withheld, these circumstances would have raised 
a presumption which could be rebutted in no other way than by a full 
disclosure. Helms v. Green, 105 N. C., 251. But in Bank v. Bridgers, 
114 N. C., 383, the Court said: “The existence of near relationship 
between the parties to a suspicious transaction ,often constitutes ad- 
ditional evidence of frand for the jury,” but that it was error to in- 
struct the jury that the existence of such relationship was abe facte 
evidence of fraud. 

Had the conveyance been made by an insolvent huebatid to his wife, 
the burden would have rested upon those who claimed under it to re- 
but the presumption of fraud raised by those circumstances. Peeler 
v. Peeler, 109 N. C., 628; Brown v. Mitchell, 102 N. C., 347. 

This Court has recently held that mere inadequacy of price, how- 
ever gross and whether considered alone or in connection with other 
suspicious badges, was only a circumstance tending to prove fraud. 
Berry v. Hall, 105 N. ©., 154; Orrender v. Chaffin, 109 N. ©., 422. 
In Berry v. Hall, supra, following Ferrell v. Broadway, 95 N. C., 551, 
the Court held that a trial judge “was not at liberty to say to the jury 
that any fact proved or admitted, that does not in law raise a presump- 
tion of the truth of the allegation of fraud, is a strong circumstance 
tending to establish it.” In the same opinion, referring to the reasons 
assigned by the Judges when acting as chancellors and passing upon 
the facts, the Court said: “The reasons assigned in these opinions for 
giving more or less weight to any testimony were not ; intended to be, 
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and cannot, without invading the province of the jury by violating 
The Code, section 413, be adopted as rules to be laid down in the 
charge of the court for their guidance.” 
In Stoneberger v. Jeffreys, ante, 78, the Court has held that 
(704) “the burden of proof is sometimes shifted in the progress of the 
trial, but it is only by the introduction of testimony which the 
law has declared to. be prima facie proof of fraud, but which may be 
rebutted by evidence deemed by the jury sufficient to explain such 
suspicious circumstances, and thereby overcome the artificial weight 
which the law has attached to them, as evidence. McLeod v. Bullard, 
84 N. C., 515; Lee v. Pearce, 68 N. C., 77.” It thus appears that in 
recent cases every single circumstance admitted in this case has been 
declared only a badge of fraud of itself, or where it has been associated 
with others of the number, the same conclusion has been reached. The 
application of the abstract proposition (in Brown v. Mitchell, 102 
N. C., 347), which it is proposed to so apply as to make every new 
issue of fraud that may arise a law unto itself, was made with reference 
' to the rule that where the husband transfers property to his wife in 
payment of an alleged debt, the rule is different from the case of father 
and son, and that circumstance, in combination with his insolvency, 
shifts the burden upon the wife to show a bona fide indebtedness from 
the husband. 

But I can imagine nothing that could introduce greater uncertainty 
into the law than the proposition that some indefinite combinations 
of the hundreds of circumstances which are deemed sufficient to throw 
suspicion upon a business transaction, will hereafter be held to raise 
a presumption of fraud. In the case at bar, we have eight suspicious 
circumstances grouped together, and it. is proposed to declare them 
sufficient, as a rule of evidence, to amount to prima facie proof of 
fraud. Suppose we take these eight badges of fraud and a dozen addi- 
tional ones, making twenty in all, that have never been heretofore held 
to be more than suspicious circumstances challenging scrutiny by the 

jury, and see how many hundreds of different combinations 
(705) may be made and presented to this Court, and we will be able 
to form some faint conception of the sea of uncertainty upon 
which we would embark, were we to make such a vague application 

‘of the abstract proposition referred to. 

- Upon the testimony tending to prove all these suspicious clrcum- 

stances, however, the duty devolved upon the court, in view of the 

request made by counsel, to speak of them, not as evidential facts 

bearing upon the issue, but as badges of fraud to be considered by the 

jury in passing upon the issue involving the fraud. The prayers in 

which the plaintiffs asked the court to tell the jury that certain 
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evidence, if believed, raised a presumption of a fraudulent intent in 
the execution of the deed were properly refused by the court, but they 
demanded, in leu of what was asked, some more specific instruction 
to the jury in order to enable them to comprehend the bearing of the 
circumstances proved, upon the findings. Parties who seek to set aside 
deeds are required not only to allege the existence of facts which con- 
stitute fraud, but to prove what they allege. Where a plaintiff charges 
the fraud according to the prescribed practice, and an issue, involving 
it, is framed and submitted, he has a right to insist that circumstances, 
which his testimony tends to prove and which the law denominates 
badges. of fraud, shall be so called, and that scrutiny upon the part 
of the jury shall be invited by bestowing upon them their proper 
designation. Whenever a charge is excepted to, and it appears to the 
Court that it was calculated. to mislead instead of enlightening the 
jury, a new trial should be granted. It would have necessitated the. 
presence of a jury of lawyers in the box in order to comprehend fully 
what was the fact in issue, and the evidential facts tending to support 
the affirmative or the negative view of the proposition, because 

the language was technical. Such philosophical discussions (706) 
are addressed, in opinions of courts, to the bar, but instructions 

to juries are intended, in contemplation of law, to enable men of fair 
intelligence but without any technical learning to apply the law to 
the evidence. The portion of the instruction which we think amen- 
able to. the charge that it was not responsive to the requests and was 
calculated to mislead the jury, is as follows: “In a case of circum- 
stantial evidence there are two inquiries for the jury, First, the eviden- 
tial facts, that is, the facts relevant to the issue—are they true? Second, 
do you infer from such facts that the fact in issue exists? For ex- 
ample, in regard to the 6th issue, the fact in issue (alleged by plain- 
tiffs and denied by defendants) is, that the goods were sold on 1 July, 
1893, by J. E. Gilmer to John L. Gilmer, with intent to defeat or to 
hinder, or to delay the creditors of J. EK. Gilmer or some one or more 
of them; or, putting this in other words, that his purpose or some 
part of his purpose in making this sale was to promote his own ease 
and favor, at the expense of, or to the prejudice of the rights of his 
creditors. The evidential facts on which the plaintiffs rely and which 
the defendants do not contradict, are the following.” Then follows 
the judge’s enumeration of the circumstances already mentioned, which 
counsel had insisted either established or raised a presumption of the 
fraud, but which the court nowhere calls by the comprehensible desig- 
nation of badges of fraud, or circumstances tending to show fraud, 
or that call for scrutiny in the consideration of their findings in re- 
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sponse to the particular issue. When the plaintiffs took the burden, 
which the law imposes, of proving the fraud alleged, the court, hav- 
ing refused the instruction that the testimony in any aspect raised 
a presumption of fraud, should have told the jury, in language cal- 
culated to be understood by laymen, the nature and the bearing of 
the evidence relied upon by the plaintifis to establish the 
ot ) affirmative of the issue. | 
_- Tt was error in lieu thereof to recite these admitted facts 
~ and the-explanatory evidence offered by the defendants and merely 
instruct the jury, “The question is whether these facts are true and then 
whether from the whole evidence you infer the existence or non-exist- 
ence of the fact in issue, remembering that on the whole case the 
_ burden of proof is on the plaintiffs.” Nowhere in the charge is there 
an instruction that any of the facts proven or admitted was a badge 
of fraud and that evidence explanatory of such badge “must be scru- 
tinized with care.” | 7 

Laws 1898, ch. 458, does not prohibit bona fide mortgages to 
secure one or more preéxisting debts, but when as here, a mortgage 
is made of the entirety of a large estate for a preéxisting debt, omit- 
ting only an insignificant remnant of property, such mortgage is in 
effect an assignment for the benefit of the creditors secured therein. 
To hold otherwise would be in effect to nullify the act. The court 
erred therefore, after the grantor’s admission of the above fact, in 
refusing to grant the plaintiffs’ motion to declare the deed of trust 
void as inconsistent with the Act of 1893 regulating assignments and 
deeds of trust, and void on the admitted fact that the grantor had 
not complied with the said act. 

Chapter 453, Laws 1893, is not a mere recommendation from the Legis- 
lature to insolvents as to the form of assignments and proceedings 
thereunder, but in its very nature the act is imperative. If not 
complied with by the assignor by filing schedule as required, the 
assignment is invalid. The fact that the failure to observe any of its 
provisions makes the assignee indictable, of itself indicates that the 
requirements of the act are mandatory. The assignor is not indictable. 

The assignment is simply invalid if he did not follow the act. 
(708) No authority is necessary for this proposition, but there are 
precedents to support it. Julian v. Rathbone, 39 N. Y., 369 
(where the statute is almost identical with ours); Jeffrey v. McGehee, 
107 U. S., 361; French v. Edwards, 18 Wall., 506; Southerland Stat. 
Const., sec. 459; Harkrady v. Leiby, 4 Ohio St., 602; Fetcheimer v. 
Baum, 48 Fed., 719. For these errors there must be a new trial. 
New Trial. | 
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v. Phillips, 119 N. C., 830; Goldberg v. Cohen, ib., 67; Redmond v. 
Chandley, vb., 579, 580; Cooper v. McKinnon, 122 N. C., 449; Brown v. 
Nimocks, 124 N. C., 419; Howard v. Turner, 125 N. C., 110; Austin 
v. Staten, 126 N. C., 789; Taylor v. Lauer, 127 N. C., 161; Martin v. 
Buffaloe, 128 N. C., 308; Sutton v. Bessent, 1383 N. C., 563; Chaffin 
v. Mfg. Co., 186 N. C., 367; Odom v. Clark, 146 N. C., 552; Powell 
v. Lumber Co., 158 N: C., 57; Wooten v. Taylor, 159 N. C., 609; In re 
Shuford, 164 N. C., 1385; 8. v. Burton, 172 N. C., 944; Hllott v. 
McMillan, 180 N. ©., 233. | : 


J. O. WILCOX v. THOMAS ARNOLD ET At. 


Action on Note—Note of Married Woman—Validity—Ratification 
After Death of Husband. 


1, An action cannot be maintained on a note made by a married woman which 

does not purport to charge her separate estate nor to be for her benefit. 

2. The bare promise of'a widow to pay a note executed by her during her 

| coverture, and therefore void, is not binding on her. ; 
CLARK, J., dissents, a a 


Action tried upon appeal from a justice of the peace at Fall Term, 
1894, of Asux, before W. R. Allen, J., a jury being waived by both 
parties. 

The plaintiff instituted his action before a justice of the peace, and 
declares on a note for about the sum of $35, which he alleged the 
defendant Nancy Arnold had executed. The defendant denied the 
execution of the note and relied upon the plea of coverture. 

J. O. Wilcox, the plaintiff, was examined in his own behalf, and 
testified as follows: The note sued on is about nine years old. The 
names of Joseph Tyre and Nancy Tyre by Joseph Tyre are signed 
to it. Both names were signed by Joseph Tyre. Nancy Tyre, 

now the defendant Nancy Arnold, was then the wife of Joseph (709) 
Tyre. Some time before the note was given the Osbornes had 

instituted a suit against Nancy Tyre to recover a tract of land belong- 
ing to her, which was decided in her favor. About the time it was 
concluded Joseph Tyre, the husband, came to me and said he could not 
pay the lawyers, and asked me to lend him some money, and I then 
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gave to him $20 or $25 in money and let him have some flour, the 
money and the flour making the amount of the note. Mrs. Nancy 
Tyre was not present, and Joseph Tyre did not put the money in his 
pocket but carried it to Major Neal, who was the attorney of Mrs. 
Tyre in her lawsuit with the Osbornes, During the lifetime of Joseph 
Tyre I was at his house and talked with her about the debt due me, 
and she was ashamed that she had not paid the money’ back. After 
the death of Joseph Tyre I saw the defendant Nancy and asked her 
if she was prepared to pay that note, and she pointed to three calves 
belonging to her, and said, “You can take them and credit them on the 
note,” or she would keep and sell them and pay me what they were sold 
for. The calves were worth $5 or $6 each. After this G. E. Goodman 
did some collecting for me and went to see the defendant about paying 
this note. 

G. E. Goodman testified for the plaintiff as follows: The plaintiff, 
after the death of Joseph Tyre, gave me some accounts to collect 
against various parties, and among others one against the defendant 
- Nancy Arnold, then Nancy Tyre, for about $7. I went to seé her and 
she let me have a calf in payment of the account. She then asked me 
if I had a note against her in favor of the plaintiff, and I told her 
I did not. I then went to see the plaintiff and he gave me the note 
in this action to collect. I then went to see her again and presented 

the note. She said she could not pay the note, that she had 
(710) nothing to pay with. She did not seem to think all the note 

was due. She said she would pay this note and all her debts 
when she could. 

It was admitted that at the time the note was given the defend- 
ant Nancy Arnold was the wife of Joseph Tyre; that at the time of 
the conversation spoken of by the witnesses, Wilcox and Goodman, she 
was a widow, and that at the commencement of this action, and is now, 
a married woman. The defendant denied the truth of the statement 
made by the plaintiff and the witness Goodman, and denied that she 
authorized the making of the note, but the court being of opinion 
against the right of the plaintiff to recover in this action, accepting 
the evidence offered by him to be true, so held, and the plaintiff excepted 
and submitted to judgment of nonsuit, and appealed. 


Geo. W. Bower and R. A. Doughton for plaintif’. 


No counsel contra. 


Monreomery, J. The defendant Nancy Arnold, while she was 
the wife of Joseph Tyre, executed, together with him, the note upon 


which suit was brought before a justice of the peace and which con- 
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stitutes the basis of this action. It purports neither to charge her 
separate estate nor to be for her benefit; and if it had, the court of 
a justice of the peace would have had no jurisdiction in the matter. 
Dougherty v. Sprinkle, 88 N. C., 300. The note as an executory 
contract had no validity. In Farthing v. Shields, 106 N. C., p. 289, 
this Court said, Justece Shepherd delivering the opinion, “It is well | 
settled by the uniform decisions of this Court that, except in the cases 
mentioned in The Code, sections 1828, 1831, 1832, 1836, a feme covert 
is, at law, incapable of making any executory ‘contract whatever. . 
Accordingly it has been determined that The Code, section (711) 
1826, requiring the written consent of the husband in order to 

affect her real or personal estate, did not confer upon her (even when 
such written consent was given, or when the liability was for her personal 
expenses, etc.) the power to make a legal contract. Its object was 
to require the written consent of her husband, in order to charge in 
equity her statutory separate estate on the same principle which re- 
quires the consent of the trustee when the separate estate is created 
by deed of settlement. Peppen v. Wesson, 74 N. C., 487; Flaum v. 
Wallace, 103 N. C©., 296.” 

Vick v. Pope, 81 N. C., 22, and Neville v. Pope, 95 N. C., 346, have 
no bearing on this ease. Tn both of them the femes covert made no 
defence to the actions and allowed judgment to go against them by 
default. They became bound by the judgments. 

The attempt of the plaintiff to hold the defendant liable on a new 
promise cannot be successful. His testimony and that of Goodman 
on this point was not sufficient to go to the jury; and if the promise 
had been proved it would be nudum pactum for the reason that there 
was no present consideration for the promise, and the consideration 
of the note was not for the benefit of her sole and separate estate. 

There is no error in the ruling of the court below and the judgment 
18 , 

Affirmed. 


Crark, J., dissenting: 1. No statute requires the wife to “charge” 
her property. 2. There is no statute depriving a justice of the peace 
of jurisdiction on any contract where the principal sum demanded 
does not exceed $200. 3. Equity as a separate jurisdiction is abolished 
by the Constitution. : 


Cited: B. & L. Asso. v. Black, 119 N. C., 326; Sanderlin v. Sander- 
lin, 122 N. C., 3; Harvey v. Johnson, 133 N. C., 360; Smith v. 
Bruton, 1387 N. C,, "89; Rutherford v. Ray, 147 N. C., 260. | 
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(712) 
; M. L. SLEDGE v. J. S. ELLIOTT et at, 


Action to Recover Land—Sale of Land for Assets—Order of Sale— 
Collateral Attack—Truth of Recitals in Decree and pea geg 
Not Necessary to Validity of Decree. 


1. Where, in 1865, license was granted to administrators to sell all the land 
of their intestate described in the petition to create assets for the payment 
of debts, under the provisions of sec. 44, ch. 46, Revised Code, and the 
terms of sale were set out in the order and at a subsequent term of the 
court, in a decree confirming the sale of certain of the lands made in pur- 
suance of the original order, the administrators were granted “leave to 
dispose of’ another tract which had been described in the petition and 
covered by the original order of sale: Held, that the last order related 
back to the original order for the terms of sale, and a sale made there- 
under was valid. ) 


2. Such subsequent order which authorized the sale, “if, in the settlement 

- Of the estate, it should be found necessary,” is not void as being a con- 

ditional judgment or as attempting to confer judicial powers upon the 
administrators. 


8. The statute authorizing the sale of the lands of a decedent is in derogation 
of the common law and hence the courts will not deny to an adminis- 
trator the discretion of selling less land than is ordered to be sold if 
necessity should not arise for such sale; and, conversely, the adminis- 
trator will be allowed to continue to sell lands embraced in the license 
so long as the necessity to raise assets exists. 


4, Where a decree of court rendered in 1865, ordering the sale of land, recited 
that service had been made on all the parties to the action, some of whom 
were minors, the recitals will be presumed true in a collateral attack; 
and where it appears, in addition, that the guardian ad litem of the 
minors was clerk of the court and that the rights of third parties have 
intervened, the sale under such decree would not be disturbed, even in a 
direct proceeding, unless it should clearly appear that the infants had 
been injured or defrauded. 


5. After the lapse of thirty years the recital in a deed that the sale under 
which it was made was authorized by a decree of court entered in a cause 
of which the records of the petition and order, but not of the decree 
of confirmation, are existent, will be presumed to be true. 


6. It was not essential to the validity of a decree in a proceeding to sell land 
for assets, under the Revised Code, that it should be signed. 


(713) 
Action to recover possession of a lot in the town of Marion, heard 
before Shuford, J., at Spring Term, 1894, of McDowett. From a 


judgment for the plaintiff the defendants appealed. The facts appear 
in the opinion of Associate Justice Avery. 
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Shepherd & Busbee, Battle & Mordecai and English & Morris for 
plaintoff. 
EH. J. Justice for defendants. 


Avery, J. The right of the plaintiff to recover in the action for 
title and possession of a lot was made to depend upon the question 
whether a record of an administrator’s petition for sale for assets 
with the decree and sale under which the plaintiffs claimed title were 
open to attack and were shown to be invalid and subject to collateral 
impeachment by the heirs-at-law of the decedent. 

The petition was filed in the Court of Pleas and Quarter Sessions 
of McDowell County, at the Fall Term, 1864, in accordance with the 
provisions of Revised Code, ch. 46, sec. 47, ef seg., and not under the 
Act of 1868 (Bat. Rev., ch. 45, sec. 61, et seg.). The form of the 
petition is verbatim in all material respects that laid down in Eaton’s 
Forms, p. 529, and universally used by the profession at that time. 

At the Spring Term, 1865, of the court, there was an order for — 
the sale of several other tracts of land and the terms of sale were pre- 
scribed therein. Under a proper construction of this order entered 
at the ensuing Fall Term in connection with that referred to 
above, it is manifest that the lot in controversy was to be sold, (714) 
-if at all, upon the terms prescribed in the former order for the 
sale of the real estate generally. It would be sticking in the bark to 
hold otherwise, when in fact the terms adopted were precisely those 
prescribed as to the sale of the other property and no possible jeopardy 
to the rights of the defendants could have resulted therefrom. : 

The statute (Revised Code, ch. 46, sec. 44) from which the court 
derived its authority, permitted the granting of a’ “license” to sell the 
real estate, and accordingly the first order also declared that the ad- 
ministrators of Elliott should have “license’—not that they should 
be required—to sell certain other property. The subsequent order 
that they should have leave to dispose of the town lot described in 
the petition, if in the settlement of the estate it should be found 
sufficient, was not In our opinion what is termed a conditional judg- 
ment or a judgment void as an attempt to vest in the administrators 
judicial power. The court unquestionably granted leave to sell the 
town lot just as it had given its sanction in advance to the sale 
of the other land for assets. If after obtaining the license, by reason of 
finding some personal assets, of which they previously had no knowledge, 
or because of some claim against the estate supposed to be just proving 
invalid, the approximate estimate of indebtedness had proved incorrect, 
it will not be contended that the administrators would not have been au- 
thorized to desist in their discretion from selling before disposing of 


even all the tracts described in the first order of the court. They 
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were empowered, not compelled to sell, and the proviso in the second 
order gave them no new authority, but was merely in affirmance not 
only of what was their discretionary power, but of their duty as 
ministerial officers of the court, acting for the best interest 
(715) of the heirs as well as the creditors. The statute authorizing 
the sale of land for assets 1s in derogation of common law, and 
the courts would not be inclined to deny to the administrators the 
right to desist from selling when they had manifestly attained the 
object for which the law had clothed them with power to sell. The 
converse of that proposition that they could continue to sell such 
lands as were embraced by the license, as long as the necessity appar- 
ently existed for raising additional assets, must be likewise founded 
upon reason and principle. Adams v. Howard, 110 N. C., 15. If so,. 
why should the validity of an order be questioned when it was merely 
in affirmance of a right which they already had? We think there- 
fore that the sale of the lot in controversy was authorized by the court. 
There were four terms of the court held every year, though jury 
trials may have been had at only two of them. The order granting 
the license under which the lot was sold was not made till the 
Spring Term, 1865, the second term after the filing of the petition at 
the Fall Term, 1864, and it recites that subpceenas had been served upon ~ 
all of the parties in accordance with the equity practice, either actually 
or by publication. Shall a purchaser, who buys under such a decree, 
be subjected to the hazard of losing, after thirty years, a tract of 
land for which he has paid because either by accident or design a 
summons or an order has been lost out of the record? In Hare v. 
Holloman, 94 N. C., 14, this Court held. that both under the earlier 
practice of bringing in the heirs-at-law by scire facias and that preva- 
lent before The Code was adopted, of filing a petition in the county 
courts in order to subject real estate for assets, the proof of service of 
notice or subpeena upon infant heirs was not essential to the validity 
of a decree of sale, and that such decrees could not be impeached 
(716) for want of such service unless it appeared that no real defence 
was made for them and that they had suffered thereby. It 
appears from the record that A. M. Finley, clerk of the court, was 
appointed guardian ad litem for the infants. In Sumner v. Sessoms, 
94 N. C., 371, Smith, C. J., for the Court, said: “A guardian ad litem 
was appointed for the infant defendant, whose acceptance and presence 
in court must be assumed in the absence of any indication in the 
record to the contrary from the fact that the court took jurisdiction 
of the cause and rendered judgment. It is true that the record pro- 
duced does not show that notice was served on the infant or her guar- 
dian, nor does the contrary appear in the record, which, so far as we 


412 


N.C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 


SLEDGE v, ELLIOTT, 


have it, is silent on the point. The jurisdiction is presumed to have 
been acquired by the exercise of it, and, if not, the judgment must stand 
and cannot be treated as a nullity until so declared in some impeach- 
ing proceeding.” The effect of the recitals in a decree, such as that 
in question, that service has been made upon all of the parties, is the 
same, whether the proceeding was one under the provisions of The Code 
or the Revised Code. In either ease, a title acquired under the decree 
cannot be invalidated by a collateral attack upon it; and an additional 
reason for upholding the decree is that the clerk of the court, who 
made out the record and was always present, was the guardian ad litem. 
Fry v..Currie, 91 N. C., 4386; Willsamson v. Hartman, 92 N. C., 234; 
Spillman v. Williams, 91 N. C., 483; Willams v. Woodhouse, 3 Dev., 
257. In our case, the rights of third parties having intervened, the 
courts would not set aside the judgment even in a direct proceeding unless 
it should clearly appear that the infant had been injured or defrauded. 
It is of the utmost importance that purchases in good faith and for 
value should be upheld and that the confidence of the public 

in the stability of judicial decrees should be maintained. Syme (717) 
v. Trice, 96 N. C., 243. Purchasers at judicial sales are bound 

only to see that the court had jurisdiction and that it ordered the 
sale. Fowler v. Poor, 98 N. C., 466. The recital in the decree that 
service had been made was aamoient to protect him in this case, both as 
to the claims of adults and infants. After the expiration of thirty 
years, the recital in the deed, that the sale was made in pursuance of 
a decree of the court entered in this cause, must be presumed to be 
true, notwithstanding the fact that the record is not full. England v. 
Garner, 90 N. C., 197. In any aspect of the case the final decree was 
entered and the proceeding cannot be impeached for irregularity, 
England v. Garner, 84 N. C., 212; and in the face of the recitals in > 
the decree and deed, the Court would only upon proof that the infants 
had been wronged or defrauded, allow the decree and sale to be dis- 
turbed, even in an action brought to vacate it. After it has remained 
unimpeached for nearly 30 years, the burden of overcoming a presump- 
tion of fairness and regularity in the original record rests upon any 
one who:seeks to disturb a title founded on it. 

In the exercise of the discretionary power of this Court we deem it 
best to refuse the motion based upon newly discovered testimony. 
Brown v. Mitchell, 102 N. C., 347. . 

It is needless to cite authority to sustain the proposition that the 
decree was sufficient in form and that it was not essential to its validity | 
that it should have been signed. | 

For the reasons given the judgment must be 

Affirmed. 
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Cited: Clark v. Riddle, 118 N. C., 692; Nathan v. Rf. £., 1b., 1070; 
Morris v. House, 125 N. C., 557, 562; Cochran v. Improvement Co., 
127 N. C., 394; Chrisco v. You. 132 N, C., 436; Rackley v. Rovers. 
147 N. C., 204; een Bennett, 160 N. C., 345, 


(718) 


J. R. CRAWFORD y. 8. T. PEARSON Et At. 
Injunction—Right to Damages—Practice. 


1. Under chapter 251, Acts of 1893, it is no longer necessary to allege want of 
probable cause in proceedings to recover damages against plaintiff in 
attachment suits. . 


2. It is not necessary under the provisions of section 341 of The Code that 
separate action shall be brought on an injunction bond for damages sus 
tained, but that such damages shall be ees by procesalnes in the 
same action. 


3. That the principal in an undertaking, given in an injunction suit, was sued 
without making the sureties parties makes no difference. 


4, Before a motion to assess damages sustained by the wrongful suing out of 
an injunction ean be allowed, there must be a final determination of the 
action. 


Action against S. T. Pearson, for damages for wrongfully suing 
out an injunction, heard before Allen, J., at Fall Term, 1894, of Mc- 
DowE tt. 

The defendant in this action had brought an action against the. 
plaintiff for damages for wrongfully cutting logs on land alleged to 
belong to him, the plaintiff in said action, and obtained an injunction 
forbidding the defendant in that action (plaintiff in this) for cutting 
or disposing of the logs. There was a judgment in that action in favor 
of the defendant therein (the plaintiff here) who thereupon brought 
this separate action for $1,500 damages for deterioration of the logs, 
ete., during the continuance of said injunction. 

The defendant herein entered a demurrer as follows: 

“1. The defendant, by his counsel, comes and demurs to the complaint 
herein for that the complaint does not state facts sufficient to consti- 

tute a cause of action in that it does not allege that the injunc- 
(719) tion sued out by defendant against, the aes was. obtained 
- without probable cause. — 


| “2. That it appears from the complaint that eee was granted 
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in a certain action decided in the county of Rutherford between the 
plaintiff in this action and this defendant, the damages sustained by 
the wrongful suing out of the bond can only be recovered in the action 
where the injunction bond was filed and not by a new action.” — 

The demurrer was overruled, and the defendant appealed. 


EL. J. Justice for plaintrff. 
docB, ‘Batchelor for defendants. 


Monreomery, cP Under chapter 251, Acts of 1893, it is no longer 
necessary to allege want of probable cause in proceedings to recover 
damages against plaintiff in attachment suits. 

The second ground of demurrer ought to have been sustained. The 
Code, section 841, does not contemplate that a separate action shall be 
brought on an injunction bond, but that the damages sustained by 
reason of. the injunction shall be ascertained by proceedings im the same 
action and in a mode most expeditious and least expensive to the par- 
ties, consistent with the due administration of justice and with orderly 
proceedings. Gold Co. v. Ore Co., 79 N. C., 48. 

That the defendant was-sued alone in this action, and not his sureties 
on the injunction bond with him, makes no difference. The undertak- 
ing does not impose any new liability on the defendant, but simply 
provides an additional security, and therefore the damage which the 
plaintiff suffered, if any, should have been assessed in the same man- 
ner as if the sureties on the undertaking had been moved against, i.e., 
in the same action in which the injunction was issued. 

The motion made by the plaintiff in the action in which (720) 
the injunction was issued, to have his damages assessed, was 
premature. Before that motion could have been allowed, there. 
must have been a final determination of the action, Thompson v. 
_ McNair, 64 N. C., 448. There was error in the ruling of the court 
below.. The demurrer ought to have been sustained. 

Error. 

Avery, J., did not sit. 


Cited: Rk. BR. v. Mining Co., 117 N. C., 193; Timber Co.-v. Rountree, 


+199 -N. C., 51; McCall v. Webb, 135 N. C., 365; Davis v. Fiber Co., 
175 NaC, 28% Shite Shute, 180°N. C., 387, 
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(721) 
SAMANTHA RUSSELL v. TOWN OF MONROE. 


Action for Damages—Municipal Tnability— Defective Sidewalks—N eg- 
ligence—Contributory Negligence. 


~ 


am 


. The law imposes upon the municipal authorities of a town the imperative 
duty of keeping in proper repair the streets and bridges of the town. 


2, It was negligence in town authorities to leave open a ditch three feet deep 
at the point where it crossed a part of the sidewalk for sufficient space to 
admit the body of a person falling into it. . 


3. Previous knowledge, on the part of the person injured, of the existence of 
a defect in sidewalks does not per se establish negligence on his part. 


4, A person walking at night on a town sidewalk is only required to use ordi- 
nary care to avoid defective places therein and is not required to remem- 
ber the location of the defects which he might have seen during the day 
and «is not required to use more than ordinary care to avoid injury 
therefrom. 

5, A person walking on a sidewalk has the right to expect and to act on the 
assumption that the town authorities have properly discharged their 
duties by keeping the street in repair—the only exception to the rule 
being the reasonable requirement that pedestrians must take notice of 
such structures as the necessities of commerce or the convenient occu- 
pation of dwelling houses may require. 


6. In the trial of an action against a town for personal injuries caused by 
defects in a sidewalk, the burden of proving contributory negligence 
is on the defendant. | 


Action, for damages, commenced on 4 August, 1893, and tried be- 
fore Winston, J., and a jury, at August Term, 1894, of Unton. 


(726) 


McRae & Day for plaintiff. 
F. I. Osborne and Battle & Mordecai for defendant. 


Avery, J. The law imposes upon the mayor and commissioners of 
incorporated towns the imperative duty of “keeping in proper repair 
the streets and bridges of the town” (The Code, sec. 3803) and for a 
failure to fulfill its requirements they may subject themselves to crim- 
inal liability. S. v. Commissioners, 15 N. C., 345. The testimony 
fully warranted the jury in finding that the governing authorities of 
the town were negligent in leaving open a ditch three feet deep at the 
point where it crossed a part of the sidewalk, for sufficient space 
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(two and a half by four feet) to admit the body of a person (727) © 
walking along such footway. Bunch v. Edenton, 90 N. C., 431. 

But the defendant did not appeal and response to the first issue there- 
fore stands unchallenged. It has been held in many of the leading 
courts of this country that the previous knowledge of the injured 
person of the existence of a defect in a sidewalk does not per se estab- 
lish negligence on his part. Morrill on City Neg., p. 189, and authori- 
ties cited; Diviney v. Elmira, 51 N. Y., 512; Darling v. Mayor, 18 
Hun., 340; Diwire v. Basley, 181 Mass., 169; Gilbert v. Boston, 139 
Mass. - 313. 

_ If the plaintiff was exercising eee or ordinary care of her 
own safety when she fell into the ditch she had a right to demand that 
the jury respond in the negative to the second issue. Jones Neg. Mun. 
Corp., sec. 221; Bunch v. Edenton, supra. The evidence is that the 
plaintiff had never actually noticed “the hole before” though she ad- 
mits that she might possibly lave seen it if she had been paying strict — 
attention to her pathway when she fell. She had a right to expect. 
and to act on the assumption that the authorities of the town had 
properly discharged their duty by keeping the streets in good repair. 
Bunch v. Edenton, supra, at page 485; Morrill on City Negligence, pp. 
136, 137, 189; Indianapolis v. Gaston, 58 Ind., 224. Perhaps the only 
exception to this rule is the reasonable requirement that persons must 
take notice of such structures as the necessities of commerce or the 
convenient occupation of dwelling houses, such as exterior basement 
stairs. Bueschung v. St. Louis, etc., 6 Mo., Ap., 85. Walker v. Reids- 
ville, 96 N. C., 382, is distinguishable from that at bar because there 
the pit into which the plaintiff fell was some distance from the side- 
walk (56 feet) though it was excavated by the town and upon 
property owned by it, and the plaintiff had actual notice of its (728) 
existence. 

The burden was on the enter under our statute to prove contribu- 
tory negligence, and in order to thus avoid. the consequences of its 
own carelessness it was necessary to show that the plaintiff failed to 
- exercise reasonable or ordinary care for her own safety. If she did 

not put herself in fault by careless conduct, she had a right to demand 
that the jury be instructed to answer the second issue in the negative. 
Jones, supra, sec. 221. To constitute contributory negligence (says 
Beach in his work on that subject, section 8) there must be a want 
of ordinary care on the part of the plaintiff and a proximate connec- 
tion between that and the injury. Perhaps, besides these two, there are 
no other necessary elements. Certainly they are the two points of 
difficulty in the question. “Did the plaintiff exercise ordinary care 
under the circumstances? Was there a proximate connection between 

417 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [116 


RUSSELL v. MONROE. 


his act or omission and the hurt he complains of?’ We can conceive 
of no reason and we know no authority for holding the plaintiff to 
a higher degree of care than that involved In what is known as the © 
rule of the prudent man. What is reasonable care is to be determined 
‘in some, probably most of jurisdictions, largely by the jury, but 
with us, when the facts are undisputed, by the court. It is the uni- 
versal rule however that there is no contributory negligence, where 
the plaintiff acts with ordinary prudence, in view of the surrounding 
circumstances suggestive of danger. Morrill, supra, pp. 132, 140; 
“Mason v. R. R., 111 N. C., 482; Emry v. B. B., 109 N. C,, 580: Me- 
Adoo v. RB. £., 105 N. Cz, 140. 
As a specific act or omission may be aecianed negligence at a partic- 
ular period or under given circumstances, which had been held with . 
other surroundings not culpable at all, so it will be found that 
(729) the question whether a plaintiff has contributed by his own 
carelessness to bring about an injury complained of, must be 
answered after a comprehensive consideration of the conditions con- 
fronting him at the time. It was unquestionably error to tell the 
jury that the plaintiff was required, in order to rid herself of cul- 
pability, to exercise under any circumstances more than ordinary care. 
While the rule of the prudent man is always the test of carelessness 
on the part of a plaintiff, what is reasonable care does not depend 
alone upon what a person does or omits to do, but also upon his en-. 
vironments at the moment, when it is contended that his act or omission 
enhanced his danger. While the rule that a person in order to avoid 
culpability must exercise such care as a man of ordinary prudence 
would under similar circumstances use, is always the criterion for test- 
‘ing contributory negligence, as well as negligence, the conditions at 
the moment may render the same act, at one time, characteristic of 
a cautious, at another, of a careless man. 
We do not understand the rule to be that where a defendant has 
by carelessness left the plaintiff exposed to peril as a natural conse- 
quence of its conduct, the failure of the plaintiff to exercise unusual 
caution to avoid the ensuing danger will be deemed the proximate 
cause of an injury that would not have been sustained had the defendant 
in the first instance been faultless. The plaintiff was not bound to 
exercise more than ordinary care, because she might possibly, before 
or at the time of sustaining the injury, have thereby discovered that 
the defendant had carelessly left persons, passing along the sidewalk 
at the particular place, exposed to danger. A defendant cannot take 
advantage of his. own wrong to ‘hold others to a more rigid tule of 
watchfulness. The plaintiff was warranted in acting on the assump- 
tion that the authorities of the town had done their duty. She was 
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not required to see and treasure up in her memory the loca- (730) 

tion of every defective place in the sidewalk which she had or | 
might have seen during the day time, nor was she expected to see all 
such places. She was not required to keep a sharp or constant look- 


-. out for what could not be reasonably expected, assuming that the author- 


ities of a town had used ordinary care in the discharge of their duty. 
Locomotive engineers are required toskeep a constant lookout for per- 
sons, animals and obstructions on railway tracks in front of trains, 
because they have reasonable ground to apprehend that some such 
danger may confront them at any moment. <A person is not negligent 
in failing to provide against what could not have been reasonably 
expected, much less against a danger that he is warranted in assuming 
does not exist. Blue v. f. R., post, 955. Had it appeared that the 
plaintiff actually saw the hole, or that she was warned against it in 
time to have avoided falling into it, the case would have presented a dif- 
ferent aspect. Having no actual knowledge of its existence before 
she stepped into it, she was not required to exercise the same degree 
of diligence that an engineer in charge of a train must use, because 
he has reason to apprehend and prowde against danger to his pas- 
sengers from obstructions, or to men or animals on the track at any 
moment, while she was justified in acting upon the belief that the 
authorities had done their duty by keeping the sidewalk in safe con- 
dition. 

There was error in instructing the jury that the plaintiff was ex- 
pected to use more than ordinary care. The court should have told 
them that she was entitled to recovery if the first issue was found in. 
her favor, unless the defendant had shown by preponderance of the 
testimony that she did not exercise reasonable or ordinary care. 

_ We think that the case, as the facts were developed on the 
trial, was governed by the principle laid down in Bunch v. (781) 
Edenton, supra, and that it was not shown that the injury was — 
due to her own negugence: There was error and the plaintiff is entitled 
toa. | | 
_ New Trial. 


Cited: Tankard v. R. R., 117 N. C., 561; Thompson v. Winston, 
118 N. C., 666; Welles v. New Bern, bs 136; Inttle v. R. RB., %b., 
(1078; Tillett v. R. F., 1b., 1045; Sheldon v. Mahe ie: 119 N. C., 609; 
McCracken v. Sinathers. ib 619: Dillon v. Raleigh, 194 N. C., 189; 
Jones v. Greensboro, vb., 312; Neal v. Marion, 126 N. C., 416; Cresler 
vw. Asheville, 184 N. C., 311; Hester v. Traction Co., 188 N. C., 291; 
Fitzgerald v. Concord, 140 N. C., 112; Kinsey v. Kinston, 145 N. C., 
108; Edwards v. BUNT 150 N. 'O,, 980; Harvell : v. Lumber Co., 154 
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N. C., 262; Carrick v. Power Co., 159 N. C., 382; Batley v. Winston, 
ib., 258; Ovens v. Charlotte, 159 N. C., 884; Styron v. R. R., 161 N. C., 
80; Darden v. Plymouth, 166 N. C., 495; Dowell v. Ralewgh, 173 N. C., 
202; Rollins v. Winston, 176 N. C., 414. | 


COMMISSIONERS OF BURKE COUNTY y. CATAWBA LUMBER 
COMPANY. 


Floatable Streams, What Constitutes—Easement—Riparian Owners. 


1. Floatable rivers are navigable highways, in which the public has an ease- 
‘ment paramount to the rights of riparian owners; and, in order to es- 
tablish such easement, it is unnecessary to show that the river is suscep- 
tible of use continuously during the whole year, but it is sufficient if it 
appear that business men may calculate that, with tolerable regularity 

~ as to seasons, the water will rise and remain at such height as will enable 
them to make it profitable as a highway for transporting logs to mills or . 
markets lower down. (Affirming COTA ne? v. Lumber Company, 
115 N. C., 590.) 

2,..Between a point on the river where defendant’s mill was located and the 
place where logs were cut for transportation thereto were shoals where 
the water was not deep enough to permit the passage of logs, but eight or 
ten times a year, at irregular intervals, the river rose several feet, remain- 
ing at such height from 24 to 48 hours, during which time logs were carried 
over the shoals without artificial assistance: Held, that the river was 
a floatable stream, in which the public had an easement, the reasonable 
use of which was paramount to the rights of the riparian owners. (Over- 
ruling Commissioners v. Lumber Company, 115 N. C., 590.) Furcues, J., 
dissents, arguendo, 


Prrtrion to rehear case decided at September Term, 1894, and re- 
ported in 115 N. C., 590. 


Moore & Mane, I, T. Avery and C, M. Busbee for eee 
(732) 8. J. Erwin, J..T. Perkins and Burwell, Walker & Cansler, 
contra. | | 


Avery, J. It seems to be settled law in North Carolina, as in all 
of the states, that navigable streams of every class, however defined or 
distinguished from other water courses, are fiatiral highways, and 
that the public easement, whatever may be its extent, 1s paramount 
to the private right of the riparian proprietor. S. v. N arrows Island 
Club, 100 N. C., 477; S.v. Glen, 52 N. C., 321, 827; Broadnaz v. Baker, 
94N.C., 675; ‘Gould on Waters (2 Ed. . secs. 86, 87, 107, 108 and 110; 


Angell Water Courses, 541a; 16 Am. & Eng. Enc, p. 236; Sullivan 
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v. Jernigan, 21 Fla., 264. All waters including bays, inlets, rivers 
and creeks, “which are navigated by sea vessels,” said the Court in 
S. v. Glen, supra, at p. 323, “are called navigable in a technical sense, 
are altogether publici juris and the soil under them cannot be entered 
and a grant taken out under the entry law. When the tide ebbs and 
flows, the shore between the high and low water may be the subject 
of direct, special, legislative grant. Ward v. Willis, 51 N. C., 183”; 
Bond v. Wool, 107 N. C., 189. The Court in that case went on to 
say that the beds of other streams were “technically styled navigable” 
and were open for appropriation by individuals by means of grants 
from the State. 

In order to direct the attention more closely to the development of 
the principles governing the case at bar by a line of decisions in this 
State, and especially to controvert the contention of counsel that owners 
of the beds of inland rivers, not navigable for vessels, have the absolute | 
control of the streams, we reproduce the following from the opinion 
of Merrimon, J., in S. v. Narrows Island Club, supra: “The 
learned counsel for the appellant pressed upon our attention (733) 
S. v. Glen, 52 N. C., 321, as an authority, favoring strongly 
the absolute right of the owner of the whole bed of the river. This 
is certainly a misapprehension of the real meaning of that case. The 
river to which it referred was ascertained to be unnavigable and the 
case does not contradict what we have here said. Indeed the Court 
recognized the public right in case of the navigability of the stream. 
It said: ‘As the riparian proprietor of the land on both sides of the 
stream, he is clearly entitled to the soil entirely across the river, subject 
to an easement in the public for the purpose of transportation of flour 
and other articles in flats and canoes.’ It appeared that flat boats were 
occasionally used in transporting the articles named.” 

It still remained for this Court, when the forests of the State began 
to attract attention and to invite capital to utilize them in commerce, 
to determine in precisely what classes of streams not technically navi- 
gable, the easement, which was paramount to the right of the actual 
owner of the bed of the river or of the riparian proprietor on both 
sides, existed. 

In McLaughlin v. Mfg. Co., 100 N. C., 108, this Court, adopting 
the classification of streams laid down by Wood in his work on Nuis- 
ances, 2d Ed., sec. 457, et seqg., defined a navigable stream of the third 
class to be one which is “floatable or capable of valuable use in. bear- 
ing the products of the mines, forests and tillage of the country it 
traverses to mills or markets.” That case was cited and approved 
subsequently in the ease of 8S. v. Corporation, 111 N. C., 661. | 

In the dissenting opinion (which was written before the opinion of 
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the Court) in Gwaltney v. Land Co., 111 N. C., at p. 547, will. be 
found a definition of a floatable stream, which was adopted by the 

Court (see p . 552) and which has been since reiterated with 
| (734) approval i in Cilaa v. Land Co., 115 N. C., 581, and in Com- 

missioners v. Lumber Co. (the case now afore us for rehearing), 
115 N. C., 590. The language so often approved is as follows: “It 
is not necessary in order to establish the easement in a river to show 
that it 1s susceptible of use continuously during the whole year for 
the purpose of floatage, but it is sufficient if it appear that business 
men may calculate that, with tolerable regularity as to seasons, the 
water will rise to and remain at such a height as will enable them 
to make it profitable to use as a highway for transporting logs 
to mills or markets lower down.” Justece McRae, in Gwaltney v. 
Land Co., supra, quoting further from the same opinion, says, “When 
prudent business men may regulate their expenditures with reference 
to the anticipated rise, the stream becomes a factor in conducting 
the commerce of the country.” 

In the former opinion in this case the Court laid down as a further 
test of floatability, the rule that “A temporary rise passing quickly 
down, is not sufficient to make a streami floatable and would not be 
sufficient, if the freshet should continue up for even two or three 
days and be reasonably expected every year. ‘The increase in the 
depth of the streams occasioned by the rainfall sufficient to float logs, 
occurs eight or ten times each year, and the water subsides in 24 or 
48 hours. We are of the opinion that this floatability on the occasional 
and tolerably regular rises of the river must depend on more than a 
rapid freshet, subsiding as rapidly.” 

The first. question raised by the petition and order granting the re- 
hearing is whether the two rules laid down as criteria for determining 
the capacity of streams to subserve the purpose of channels of commerce 

are not so inconsistent that both cannot be allowed to stand as 
(7385) guides to the people, who are anxious to understand and observe 

the law, as well as to the profession, whose office it is to advise 
them. If a stream rises to a sufficient height eight or ten times a year 
to carry down all the logs that have been rolled into it, may it not be 
possible that prudent business men would calculate with reasonable 
certainty on and regulate their expenditures with reference to an an- 
ticipated rise that will make the use of the stream as a highway profit- 
able, notwithstanding the fact that it continues for only two or three 
days or even a shorter time? The capacity to carry logs from the 
place, when they are shipped upon it, and deliver them at the point 
where they are taken out for use, depends chiefly upon the velocity of 


the stream and the distance they are transported. Courts are not 
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required to so restrict the limit to which judicial knowledge extends 
as to exclude matters which are of common observation and within 
the knowledge of all intelligent men. Deans v. R. R., 107 N. C., 693. 
If a stream should carry a log at a velocity of three miles an hour, 
then in three days or 72 hours it would be transported a distance of 
216 miles, in two days 144 miles, and in one day 72 miles. It may 
be that the longest distance for which the Catawba River is used 
is not 72 miles and that Johns River is not used for more than half 
that distance. If all the logs awaiting removal on the banks of each 
stream were removed only ten times a year but at irregular intervals 
extending over the nine fall, winter and spring months, it is not im- 
possible, indeed it is almost certain that any prudent business man 
eould arrange to get all the logs needed in ten deliveries. Yet it is 
probable that all are delivered more than fifty times instead of ten. 
How can we arbitrarily fix a minimum period for transportation 
and at the same time leave the capacity for yielding a reasonably cer- 
tain profit, as a test of floatability? If it may be true that all 
logs placed along in either stream would be delivered at the (7386) 
mills of the defendant from 27 to 63 times or oftener in the course 
of a year, how can we hold that the rises must occur more frequently 
or continue longer and leave people who wish to know and obey the 
Jaw in such a state of doubt and uncertainty that they would be de- 
terred without further information from engaging in this important 
branch of commerce? The rule which makes susceptibility to use, 
as a channel for transporting the products of mines and forests, the 
eriterion of floatability, is a test which any intelligent lumberman can 
comprehend and apply. The other criterion, which without regard 
to the probable profits of the business or the actual condition of the 
stream, would exclude from the benefits of a water-highway one who 
locates his plant on a swift mountain water course, which subsides 
within two or three days, and extend the easement in a sluggish stream 
to another person, if he settles in the low country, though the water 
may land as many logs for the one in one day as for the other in four 
days, is manifestly arbitrary and inconsistent with the rule that has 
so often been sanctioned not only by this Court in the cases we have 
cited but approved by all of the leading text-writers and the courts 
of those states where extensive and valuable forests have been or 
are being utilized. 1 Wood Nuisances (3 Ed.), sec. 457; Davis v. 
Winslow, 51 Me., 264-290; Gaston v. Mace, 33 West Va., 14; Brown 
v. Chadburne, 31 Am. Dec., 641; 59 Am. Dec., p. 22 and note; Thunder 
Bay Co. v. Speechly, 31 Mich., 336; 6 Lawson R. & R., sec. 2928. | 
Gould, in his work on Waters, sections 108 and 109, says: “It is 
not necessary that the stream, in order to be a highway, should be capa- 
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(737) ble of floating logs at all seasons of the year, but its public 

_ . character depends on its fitness to answer the wants of those 
whose business requires its use. If the stream is not always navi- 
gable it must be capable of floatage, as the result of natural causes, 
at periods recurring from year to year, and continuing for a sufficient 
length of time in each year to make it useful as a highway.” Gould 
cites among other authorities the leading case of Morgan v. King, 35 
N. Y., to sustain the foregoing proposition, and in view of the fact 
that the learned counsel for the plaintiff seemed to misconceive what 
the Court in that case meant by the words “in its natural state,” it 
is perhaps best to call attention to the fact that so far from limiting 
the use of streams to the periods when they are not swollen from rain- 
fall, the Court said (at page 459), “Nor is it essential to the easement 
that the capacity of the stream as above defined should be continuous, 
or in other words, that its ordinary state at all seasons of the year 
should be such as to make it navigable. If it is ordinarily subject to 
perodical fluctuations in the volume and height of its water, attribu- 
table to natural causes and occurring as regularly as the seasons, and 
if its periods of highwater or navigable capacity ordinarily continue 
a sufficient length of time to make it useful as a highway, it is subject 
to the public easement.” It is plain therefore that the text-writers, 
all of whom give their sanction to the doctrine of floatability as it 
has been approved by this Court, are warranted in citing Morgan v. 
King, as they do, to sustain their positions. 

It will be observed that in almost every instance where we find the 
words “in its natural state” quoted from Morgan v. King in the opinions 
of appellate courts, the further discussion of the subject develops the 
fact that they are used in the sense given to them by the Court of New 
York. “Natural state” in that connection does not seem to have been 

understood by courts or text-writers as confining the test of use 
(738) for commercial purposes to the low water-mark but as referring 

to the height attained as the result of the regularly recurring 
rainfalls of every year, which is a natural cause operating with some 
degree of uniformity. Lewis v. Coffee County, 77 Ala. 193; The 
Motello, 20 Wall., p. 441; 25 Am. Dec., p. 862 and note; 59 Am. Det, 
649 note. | 

The intention of the courts seems to have been to limit the right 
of navigation for logs to those streams made useful by the ordinary 
rainfall as distinguished from such as would only transport the logs 
after resorting to artificial means, as by blasting out and deepening the 
channel or putting in locks or dams with gates. 6 Dawson R. & R., 
sec. 2924. We see no reason for following to its logical results the 


argument of the learned counsel for plaintiff and taking this occasion 
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to overrule the line of our decisions which recognize and define ease- 
ments for the purpose of floatage. We think that any rule which at- 
tempts to fix a definite period of time during which a water course at 
each recurring rise must remain at a sufficient height to transport logs 
and to adopt that rule alike to long and to short, to swift and to slug- 
- gish streams, is in conflict with the general doctrine, which makes 
capacity for profitable use the test and, if adhered to, would close for 
commercial use many water courses that have all of the elements 
of natural highways, under the general definition approved by the 
courts of this and other states containing valuable forests. To il- 
lustrate the inconsistency of applying the rule which makes time 
the test, suppose that logs were floated in Johns River for a dis- 
tance of only twenty miles and in the Catawba for sixty miles, and 
that the velocity of the current in the former stream were six miles an 
hour, in the latter three miles, would it require precisely the same 
length of time necessarily to supply a mill with all of the logs it could 
saw by the one as by the other? Under a fundamental principle 

of our system every man is presumed to know and is therefore (739) 
required to observe the law of the land, and no rule ought there- , 
fore to be laid down for the government of the people, unless its terms 
are, or are capable of being made so certain that they can be understood. 
Doubtless the instruction which was sustained in Gwaltney v. Land Co., 
115 N. C., 579, was intended to apply to extraordinary freshets, upon 
the recurrence ‘of which prudent business men could not rely for the 
success of a milling enterprise, but. which often do occur at some 
time during the year and are therefore not unexpected. Construed 
- in any other sense it would establish a rule that would prove so incon- 
sistent with the general proposition that has received our sanction and 
with the leading authorities that both could not be applied as tests in 
any conceivable case. 

We are brought therefore to the consideration of the question whether 
the judge below properly applied the correct definition of a floatable 
stream to the facts found by him in the case before us. The action is 
brought to restrain the defendants from floating logs down the Catawba 
and Johns rivers, because. when the water rises to a sufficient height to 
carry the logs over the shoals, they necessarily come in contact with and 
partially or totally destroy a low bridge across the Catawba and another 
across Johns River, on a highway in Burke, and a third bridge across 
the Catawba River, between Burke and Caldwell counties, one half of 
which is under the official management of the plaintiffs. The defen- 
dants have been using both of these rivers above the two bridges in 
Burke County to transport logs to a point on the Catawba below all 


three of the bridges, where the mill of the defendant is located. At 
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(740) this mill the defendants employed about 75 laborers and saw 

about 35,000 feet of lumber a day and have invested between 
$250,000 and $350,000, in establishing the plant. The depth of the 
Catawba River at the bridge known as the Rocky Ford Bridge, and 
Lovelady Bridge, when the water is at ordinary height averages two 
feet, but in some parts of it reaches four feet and is about 300 feet wide. 
The depth of Johns River at the bridge over that stream is about four 
feet and it is about 100 feet wide. There are shoals on the Catawba 
at intervals of about half a mile and on Johns River about one-fourth 
of a mile apart, where the water is only from eight to twelve inches deep 
at ordinary low water. Between the shoals when the water in either river 
is at ordinary low water-mark, logs will be carried by the current of 
both rivers, but not over the shoals without taking out stones and resort- 
ing to other artificial helps. Both of these rivers rise eight to ten 
times a year to a height of from two to four feet above ordinary water 
and remain at that height from 24 to 48 hours, during which period all 
of the logs placed in the channel of either will be carried over the shoals 
without obstruction. (See findings 8 and 9.) These rises occur in the 
fall, winter and spring months, not at fixed periods, but some time 
during nine months. Besides these rises about two freshets usually 
occur during every year, when these rivers rise eight to fifteen feet above 
the low water line: 

Eliminating from this discussion the arbitrary rule prescribing a 
fixed period for the continuance of the rise, it seems very clear that the 
learned judge, to whom both parties entrusted the trial of all issues of 
fact and law, was not in error in holding, upon the facts found by him 
from the testimony, that both the Catawba and the Johns rivers were 
in contemplation of law floatable streams. If eight or ten times a year 

every log placed in either stream above these bridges will be 
(741) carried without hindrance or obstruction over the shoal to the 

defendant’s mill lower down, then it inevitably follows that by 
eutting and placing logs wpon the bank in the way described in the 
findings of the judge (see findings) a sufficient number can be trans- 
ported on these highways to supply the mills. The reasonable expecta- 
tion that it would be within its power every year to transport a 
sufficient number of logs to keep its mills in operation without resorting 
to artificial assistance at the shoals, justified its managers in establish- 
ing their business. If the judge was correct 1n finding that these rises 
“occurring at irregular intervals” during the fall, winter and spring 
months, are sufficient to carry every log committed to either river over 
the shoals, then the principle involved here is not affected by the fact 
that instead of being so provident as to-lay in its supplies at the proper 


seasons, the defendant had sometimes opened a channel at the shoals 
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during the summer months for the passage of logs, though, as his Honor 
finds, the mill had been almost exclusively supplied by floatage. The 
question is whether the company was warranted in calculating when its 
business was established, that these two highways could be utilized, legit- 
imately, to furnish it full supplies of raw material for its mill. We think 
that the facts justified the heavy expenditure it has made in the reason- 
able expectation that the law would protect it in the proper use of these 
natural highways.. If these rivers are floatable they are natural high- 
ways in which the public have, as in other water highways, an ease- 
ment—the reasonable use of which is paramount to the rights of all 
others. Gould, secs. 87 to 91 and 107 to 110; Broadnax v. Baker, supra; 
Angell on Water Courses (7 Ed.), sec 536: 16 Am. & Eng. Ence., pp. 
269 and 270, and notes; 2b., pp. 259 and 260, and notes ; Gwaliney v. 
Land Co., 111 N. C.,, at p. BAY, 

Where a stream is navigable for any purpose it is pencrails (742) 
a nuisance to obstruct it. Wood on Nuisance, sec. 464; 
S..v. Dibble, 49 N. C., 107; 8S. v. Parrott, 71 N. C., 314; 6 Lawson 
R. & R., sec. 2936; S. v. Harper, 71 N. C., 314; Lewis v. Keeling, 46 
N. C., 299; Hettrick v. Page, 82 N. C., 65; Elliott Roads and Streets, 
p. 491 and note. This principle as a general rule applies to interfer- 
ence with the right of floatage just as to attempts to prevent the pass- 
age of vessels in streams affording sufficient channel for them. Wood, 
supra, sec. 464. But the right of floatage must be exercised reasonably 
and with a due regard to the rights of riparian proprietors and the 
owners of the beds of fresh water streams, especially such as belong to 
the third class of navigable waters and are only used as highways for 
_ the purpose of transporting logs. The owners of the soil have a right 
to the reasonable use of the water as a power for propelling machinery 
and operating the various kinds of mills. While the right to an ease- 
ment for floatage is superior to that of the proprietor of the soil, the 
law enforces the use of the dominant easement with due regard to the 
servient interest. A person using a stream as a highway for transport- 
ing logs as well as one in charge of a steamer plying on navigable water, 
is answerable for wanton injury in even removing a nuisance... Gwalt- 
ney v. Land Co., supra; Lewis v. Keeling, 46 N. C., 299. 

The governing principle is that the right to the use of a water high- 
way for the transportation of timber is subject to the maxim that 
we must so use our own as to avoid needless injury to another. The 
public have the paramount right of way in the public road, yet that 
does not excuse one driving a carriage or wagon over it for needlessly 
injuring a person or even an animal, that is temporarily obstructing 
it. Davies v. Mann, 10 M. & W. (Ex.), 545. It remains for us to 
determine in each case that may hereafter arise what is culpable 

427 


IN THE SUPREME COURT , [116 
COMMISSIONERS v. LUMBER Co. 


(743) carelessness in the enjoyment with the easement. We adhere 
to the announcement made by. the Court in the opinion which 
we are now reviewing (115 N. C., 596, 597) that the right of 
floatage must “be exercised with due care for the avoidance of injury 
to the interests of the riparian proprietors and the owners of the soil 
‘beneath the bed of the stream. And on the other hand, it would seem 
that if these were floatable streams, in which the public has an ease- 
ment for transportation, it would be the duty of the county commis- 
sioners, certainly in the absence of express authority to the contrary, 
to so construct bridges on the highways as to permit the use of rivers 
for the purpose of floatage.” If the streams are highways, then bridges 
constructed over them so as, by interposing a barrier to floating logs 
every time the rivers rise sufficiently high to carry them over the shoals, 
to practically prevent their use by the public, are unlawful obstructions. 
6 Lawson R. & R., sec. 2936; Kean v. Stetson, 5 Pick., 492; Charles- 
town v. Middlesex, 3 Met., 202. The case last cited was one where the 
county commissioners acted under the authority of an act passed by 
the legislature of Massachusetts, empowering them especially to build 
the bridge, but not specifying its character, and Chief Justice Shaw, 
in a strong opinion, announced the principle that the county authorities 
were not warranted in so constructing the bridge as to obstruct the use 
of the stream as a highway. | | 
The question of reconciling the conflicting claims of owners of the 
soil of the bed of the stream, who erect dams across floatable rivers for 
the purpose of operating mills, is not now before us. The Legislature 
has made provisions ‘in certain cases for opening dams so as to permit 
the passage of logs floated over them to market (The Code, sec. 3712) 
and in chapter 56 of The Code, which contains this provision, county 
commissioners are clothed with authority to have streams cleaned 
(744) out. It would seem that these sections were passed entirely 
with reference to floatable streams because, without condemna- 
tion the commissioners would have no right to enter upon and clean 
out the beds of streams which were not natural highways. | 
It seems that the low bridges constructed by the plaintiffs and their 
predecessors have been frequently destroyed during rises in the rivers 
by trees floating down, but within a few years past the injuries to them 
have generally been caused by logs that are being transported to the 
mills of the defendant company. We cannot destroy a great natural 
right which affects people scattered over hundreds of square miles whose 
only prospect of disposing of valuable property 1s depending upon the 
use of water for transporting timber to market, in order to save a county 
the difference between the cost of bridges two or three feet above the low 


watermark and more durable structures above the high watermarks. 
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Perhaps it may not be improper to add that where a stream is not 
floatable it can be used for the transportation of logs only by a license 
from the owner of the bed of the stream or the riparian proprietor. 
Without such license one who is using the stream for such a purpose 
is, either as a trespasser, responsible for at least nominal damages or, 
when he creates a nuisance, for any special damage shown to have been 
actually sustained. It appears incidentally from the testimony that 
many tributaries of the Catawba other than Johns River, and of which 
the floatability is not in question here, have been used in some way by 
the defendant for transporting logs to the Catawba and thence to its 
mill, This intimation may serve as a guide in regulating its conduct or 
in adjusting the rights of those interested. In reference to the argument 
that no sufficient ground had been shown for granting a rehearing, we 
need only say. that the Court was not- advertent, in its former 
opinion, to the inconsistency of the two tests of floatability given (745) 
in the same opinion. The question was not discussed in the 
opinion, and attention was not directly called to it on the argument. 

On reviewing the rulings of the learned judge who tried the case 
below we find no error and are of the opinion that the judgment 
should have been -affirmed. To the end that it may be now enforced 
let this opinion be certified to the court below. 

Petition Allowed. 


Furcues, J. (dissenting): Dissenting from the judgment of the 
Court, I think it due alike to the Court and to myself that I should 
state some of the reasons I have for so doing. 

The petition to rehear in my opinion is in violation of the rules of 
this Court. It does not only undertake to point out the error of the Court 
in its opinion as reported in 115 N. C., 590, but it enters into an 
extensive argument to sustain the ‘petition. This is not allowable, as 
held by the Court in White v. Jones, 92 N. C., 388, where it is held 
that such arguments should not be made in the’petition but on the argu- 
ment in Court, As I understand the rule, interpreted by the Court, 
“no case should be reversed upon a petition to rehear unless it was 
decided hastily, and some material point was overlooked, or some 
direct authority was not called to the attention of the Court.” Watson 
v. Dodd, 72 N. C., 240;. Hicks v. Skinner, T1 N. C., 5389; Haywood 
v. Daves, 81 N. C., 8; Derereux v. Devereux, ib., 12; Smith v. Lyon, 
82 N. C., 2; Lockhart v. Bell, 90 N. C., 499; Umiversity v. Harrison, , 
93 N. C., 84; Dupree. v. Ins. Co., ib., 287. “Where the grounds of 
error assigned in.a petition to rehear are substantially the same as those 
argued and passed upon in the former hearing, the Court will not 
disturb its judgment.” Lewis v. Rountree, 81 N. C. 20. “The 
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(746) weightiest considerations induce the Court to adhere to its de- 

cision unless manifest error appears, especially when the decision 
was made by a full Court and with unanimity, and after full argument 
by counsel.” Lewis v. Rountree, supra. “The Court reiterates that it 
will rehear a case only for weighty considerations and when the alleged 
error clearly appears.” Hmry v. Rh. B., 105 N. C., 465. 

The matters of fact complained of. by the petitioner are “that it 
seems that the court overlooked the findings of Judge Allen that peti- 
tioner’s mill had been established in 1890” and that Judge Allen found 
that both the rivers, at the “point” where the bridges are, were float- 
able streams. We do not admit these allegations. As we find that 
_ Justice Avery in a concurring opinion starts out by saying: “If it 

be true as appears from the testimony offered, and was found by the 
judge below, that neither the Catawba River nor Johns River affords 
sufficient water to float logs over the shoals that abound in the beds of 
both, except when they rise suddenly eight or ten times every year, and 
continue at a sufficient height to carry logs off for a period from 24 
to 48 hours, then neither of the rivers would fall within the definition 
of a floatable highway, heretofore given by this Court. Gwaltney v. 
Lumber Co., 111 N. C., 547.” Then it would seem that not only the 
findings of Judge Allen were fully considered by the court, but the evi- 
dence in the case as well. But suppose the court did not take into its 
consideration the fact that petitioner’s mill was established in 1890, 
can 1t be contended that the establishment of petitioner’s mill changed 
the character of the streams and made two rivers navigable that were 
not so before? I cannot subscribe to any such doctrine. And suppose 
these rivers are wide enough and deep enough at the “points” where 

plaintiffs’ bridges are, to float a log, but for every quarter 
(747) of a mile above and below in Johns River, and every half mile 
above and below in the Catawba River, there are shoals and 
rocks, as is found by Judge Allen, so shallow and rough that a log will 
not float over them except when the water is up—irom eight to ten times 
a year. What difference could this make in determining whether 
these rivers were navigable or not? What good could it do the petitioner 
to float his logs under the bridge if he could not get them down the river? 
So it is perfectly apparent to me that there is nothing in these assign- 
ments, if it should be true that they were not considered by the court. 
And this I do not admit. 
- Then the only remaining question to be considered is the question 
of law argued, rather than stated, in the petition, that the Court erred 
in construing the word “usually” in Judge Allen’s finding. The petition 
then shows that this:part of the judge’s findings was not overlooked by 
the Court. And that the petition should not be allowed, and the opinion 
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rendered at the last term of the Court overruled on this ground. See 
Dupree v. Ins. Co., and other cases cited, supra. 

This is a rehearing. The facts are just now what they were at the 
last term of the Court. Not a word has been added and not a word 
taken away. It is admitted in the petition that they were considered 
and the opinions of the Court show they were, as one of the opinions 
filed says the facts found by the judge and shown by the evidence 
established the fact that this river is not even a floatable river. It 
is not shown that the case was not well argued at the last term, or 
that it was hastily determined. Indeed the case as published forbids 
any such conclusions, as there is not only a leading opinion by Justice 
McRae, but a lengthy concurring opinion by Justice Avery. The 
opinion at last term was unanimous—no dissenting voice. It 
is shown there were no mistakes of fact at that term that (748) 
could possibly affect the opinion of the Court. So the ques- 
tion comes substantially to this: that this case is an appeal from the 
last term of this Court to the present term. And the result is that 
four Justices at this term hold that the judgment of five Justices 
at the last term was erroneous. 

J have thus far been considering the case upon the rules and sranties 
established, as I think, by a train of authorities, some of which I have 
cited, to show that this petition should not be allowed. 

And as my opinion is not to be the law that governs the case, I will 
not enter into an elaborate discussion of the question as to whether 
this river is a navigable, a “floatable,” stream or not. But in my opinion 
the doctrine announced in the opinion of the Court reverses what has 
been considered the law in this State for more than a hundred years. 
I had supposed until recently that what was naturally a navigable water 
course was settled in this State. The idea has been, and this State 
has acted upon that idea from its organization until now, that it has 
no right to grant the beds of navigable water courses, but that it had 
the right to grant the beds of such as were not navigable. And acting 
upon this idea, the State has granted the soil under the water in 
most of the water courses in the western part of the State—such as 
the Catawba River, Johns River, Yadkin River, etc. &S. v. Glen, 
52 N. C., 321. These rivers are not like they are in the eastern 
part of the State. There, where a river is wide enough for navi- 
gation, it is deep enough. But the rivers in the western part 
of the State, such as the Catawba, the Johns and the Yadkin, are broad, 
shallow, rapid, and full of shoals and rocks, and valuable principally 
for water power which abounds all through that section of the State. 
- Many of the citizens who wish to erect mills and for the pur- 
pose of not being troubled about their dams, have entered or (749) 
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bought of others that had entered the beds of these streams, erected 
their dams thereon, attached thereto their mills and machinery. 
They are the owners of. this property. But the effect of this opinion 
is to legislate them out of their property, their vested rights, without 
process or compensation. The idea that the Catawba and Johns rivers 
are navigable water courses is one of recent origin. It has been held 
that the Yadkin was not—was, because it probably is now, under this 
decision. In 8. v. Glen, supra, which is reiterated by this Court through 
Chief Justice Merrimon in the case of S. v. Club, 100 N. C., 482, it-is 
held not to be navigable.- And the Yadkin River is longer and much 
narrower a navigable water course than are the Catawba and Johns 
rivers. ) 

But under the definition laid down in this case, the question will be, 
what is not a navigable water course? There are thousands of little 
streams in the West that will float a log (and how many are to be 
floated to make it navigable, we are not told) when up. They, like the 
Catawba and Johns, rise when it rains, and can be counted on to rise 
with about as much certainty as either of these streams. Then, why 
are they not also navigable? Where is it to end? And where is the 
line to be drawn between what is and what is not a navigable stream? 
Whose property will be safe against an interested lumber company or 
lumber speculator? Our rivers in the western part of the State are 
not like the rivers in the northwest, the source from which the Court 
draws its authority for declaring these streams navigable water courses. 
They are more like our eastern rivers. Their seasons are different from 
ours. They rise at regular periods, and continue so for the season, and 

I prefer to adhere to our own authorities and State policy rather 
(750) than to these northern authorities that reached us about the time 
such parties began to speculate in our timbers. 

“Floatable water courses” is a term not known to our law, until within 
the last six or eight years, and, as I say, came about the time the lumber 
speculators came, who, as I understand and as seems to be urged in this 
case, have bought up large sections of woodland, and the Court must 
protect them. . 

With me, this has nothing to do with my judgment in this case. I. 
cannot see how large bodies of timbered land, as urged in the opinion 
of the Court, can make a river navigable which was wot navigable be- 
fore. It may be a convenience to those having such timber to have a 
navigable water course. But how the fact of having timber can create 
the navigable condition of the water course, I cannot see. I cannot 
help looking at this case as a contest between the parties for legal 
rights and not one of policy. If these rivers are navigable water courses, 
the plaintiffs are trespassers and are guilty of creating and maintaining 
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a public nuisance, though they are only doing what had been conceded 
to their ancestors and predecessors for a hundred years. But if the 
North Carolina idea should be sustained, that is, if these streams are 
not navigable water courses, then the petitioners in destroying plaintiffs’ 
bridges are trespassers. If the plaintiffs are trespassers, every mill 
owner and fishery owner, who thought he was owner of the soil upon 
which his dam is ore 1s guilty of creating ame maintaining a public 
nuisance. 

The Court says the Pasislanixe could make provision for slopes, or 
in some other way protect such persons. If there is to be legislation, 
I think it ought to be by the Legislature in declaring and providing for 
making that a public highway which nature has failed to make 
so, In which there would be provision made to compensate the (751) 
property owners for their property taken for the public use— 
as in eases of railroads, canals and other public improvements. That 
is within the province of the Legislature and not within that of the 
courts. 


Cited: Mfg. Co. v. R. R., 117 N. C., 590; Parker v. Hastings, 123 
N. C., 674; Hutton v. Webb, 194 N. Cs TBA: s Hodaih v. Bank, 125 N. C., 
504; Huston v. Webb, 126 N. C.,, 903: g. v. Baum, 128 N. C.,, 608; 
Waren v. Iumber Co., 154 N. o 37, 


T. A. HELMS er at. v. M. C. AUSTIN er At. 


Proceeding for Partition of Lands—Deed, Construction of—Reforma- 
tion of Deed—J urisdiction—Delivery of Deed Presumed om Regis- 
tration. 


1. A deed made by E. S. of the first part and S. S. “his wife and her heirs 
named on the back of the deed” of the other part, conveyed certain lands 
to the wife and her children, a life estate being reserved to the grantor. 
On the back of the deed the names of the children were indorsed and, in 
addition, the provision that if the wife should have any other children 
they should have an equal share with the “above heirs”: Held, that the 
wife and children took a fee simple. 


2. Although the clerk of the Superior Court cannot, in an action for partition, 
reform the deed under which the plaintiff claims, the Superior Court may 
grant such relief when the proceeding is transferred or goes to it by ap- 
peal. . 
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3. Where a donor acknowledges the execution of a deed for the purpose of 
registration and it is accordingly registered, a delivery is presumed and 
only clear proof will warrant a court in holding the presumption to be 
rebutted; and the subsequent acts or declarations of the grantor to the 
effect that a delivery was not intended are admissible to rebut such 
presumption. 


4. The presumption of the delivery of a voluntary deed by a father to his wife 
and children (in which he reserves a life estate) arising from the fact of 
registry, is not rebutted by the fact that-the grantor retained possession 
of the deed and of the land which he listed for taxation and by an in- 

_dorsement made on the back of the deed by the probate judge for the 
grantor that “the cause of my giving my lands to my family by deed as 
well as by will, is in order to give the courses and distances of the same.” . 


(752)  Sprcrat procesprne for the partition of land, brought origin- 

ally before the clerk of the Superior Court of. Union, and 
transferred to Term for trial of the issues of law and fact raised 
by the pleadings and heard before Winston, J., and a jury, at August 
Term, 1894, of Union. The facts appear in the opinion of Chief 
Justice Faurcloth. 


Burwell, Walker & Cansler for plaintiffs. | 
Shepherd & Busbee and F. I. Osborne for defendants. 


Farrctoru, 0. J. This was an action for partition before the clerk 
and was transferred to the Superior Court. The defendants denied 
that the plaintiffs had any interest in the land to be divided, which 
was equivalent to the plea of “sole seizin.” .The question arises upon 
three deeds made by Ennis Staton of the first part, and “Sarah Staton 
his wife and her heirs, named on the back of this deed, of the other 
part,” the said Ennis Staton reserving his life estate in the lands con- 
veyed, and the consideration named is love and affection. On the 
back of each deed are indorsed the names of the several children of the 
grantor, the plaintifi’s name being one each time. In the third deed, 
the conveyance is to “Sarah Staton his wife and-her children” and in 
the indorsement on the back thereof, after repeating the names of the 
same children as in the other two, it is stated “and if the said Sarah 
Staton should ever have any other child or children, that he or they 
shall have an equal share with the above heirs.” 

These deeds are dated 13, 14 and 15 September, 1869, and were 
registered, after probate, on 26 August, 1870, and 2 Sopteniber. 1870. 


It is a well known rule that if two constructions can be put on a deed 
or any part of it, that shall be given to it which is most benefi- 
(753) cial to the grantee. These deeds were inartificially drawn, using 
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the words “heirs” and “children” indifferently, by one having no 
legal conception of their technical meaning, but the intent is clear. 
It would be unreasonable to assume that the father, in providing for his 
family, meant to give them only a life estate leaving the fee undisposed 
of, after reserving his own life estate. We are entirely satisfied from 
the context and from the nature and purpose of the deed that it was 
the intention of Ennis Staton to convey a fee simple to his wife and 
children, and we declare that to be the effect of each of the deeds. . Ful- 
bright v. Yoder, 113 N. C., 456; Holmes v. Holmes, 86 N. C., 205; 
Vickers v. Leigh, 104 N. C., 248; Pritchard v. Basley, 113 N. C., 521. 
Here we might rest this branch of the case, but the plaintiff prayed 
the Court, in the event that the deeds did not convey a fee simple 

estate, to be allowed to reform the deeds according to the true inten- 
tion of the grantor. The defendant’s counsel denied’ the power of 
the Court to give this relief, inasmuch as the clerk before whom the 
~ action was properly instituted had no power to give such equitable 
relief. 

By The Code, sec. 102, the duties, at first assigned to the probate 
judge, are required to be performed by the clerks of the Superior 
Courts, as clerks of said courts, and their duties and connection with 
the court, are fully explained in Brittain v. Mull, 91 N. C., 498, and 
under our new code system of practice we see no reason why the court 
may not amend and give any relief that the parties may be entitled to, 
_ according to the facts, in any case sent up by the clerk either by trans- 
fer or by appeal, provided the original subject matter be within the 
jurisdiction of the clerk. The advantage of such practice to the courts 
and to the parties litigant is manifest, and we hold that the equitable 
relief asked for, if it had become necessary, could have been 
given in the Superior Court. | (754) 

In 1875, when the code system was new, this Court held, in © 
a case much like the present, that upon an appeal from the Probate 
Court in a special proceeding, which was dismissed'in that court, the 
Superior Court could and should give such equitable relief as the 
parties were entitled to, upon the plea of fraud in procuring a deed 
for land, it being conceded that the probate judge had no such power. 
McBryde v. Patterson, 73 N. C., 478. | 

The defendants further insisted that these deeds were never delivered, 
and relied upon the indorsement on the deeds made by the probate judge 
at the time the deeds were acknowledged by the grantor and ordered to 
be registered, and upon subsequent acts and declarations of the grantor, 
to rebut the implication of delivery arising from the registration. The 
‘indorsement was as follows: “The cause of my giving my lands tu 
my family by deed as well as by will is in order to give the courses 
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and distances of the same.” It is admitted that Ennis Staton retained 
possession of the deeds after their registration, and remained in pos- 
session of the land and listed it for taxes until his death. These ad- 
mitted facts are all consistent with the fact that the grantor retained 
‘a life estate, and, taken alone, have no tendency to rebut the implication 
of delivery arising from the registration. 

In a ease “on all fours” with the present, it was held by this Court 
that where the donor went into court and acknowledged a deed of 
gift for the purpose of registration and it was accordingly registered, 
that was a delivery, and that any subsequent declaration that it had 
not been delivered and was not to have effect did not invalidate it. 
Airey v. Holmes, 50 N. C., 142; Ellington v. Currie, 40 N. C., 21. 

These cases dispose of the defendants’ i to the exclusion 
(755) of their proposed evidence. 

Where the maker once parts with the possession or control 
of a deed he can not afterwards recall it, and the donee’s acceptance 
is presumed, especially when it is bevehtial to him. 

Registration of a deed is only prima facie evidence of its execution, 
probate and delivery, and not conclusive; for otherwise no fraud or 
mistake could be corrected in either respect. The presumption arising 
from this prima facie effect may be rebutted by sufficient evidence. 
To this effect is Love v. Harbin, 87 N. C., 249, and various other cases, 
including the text-books. In Mitchell v. Ryan, 3 Ohio St., 377, it was 
held, first, that a recorded deed.is prima facie evidence of delivery, 
and it is to be presumed that the maker means to part with the title, 
and that clear proof ought to be required to warrant a court in holding 
otherwise; secondly, that where a grant is a pure unqualified gift, the 
presumption of acceptance can be rebutted only by proof of dissent. 

The indorsement on the deeds—‘“‘The cause of my giving my lands 
to my family by deed, etc.”—indicates plainly that he was trying to 
settle his property on his family, which he could only do by having the 
deed recorded. If to perpetuate the courses and distances was his only 
object, then an ordinary survey and plot would have done as well, 
and might have as well been registered: as these deeds if they were not 
intended to pass any title to the grantees. 

The rule in Shelly’s case has no application. Leathers v. Gray, 101 
N. C., 162. The evidence of the clerk, as indicated, was insufficient 
to rabut the presumption, if it had been admitted. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Frank v. Heiner, 117 N. C., 82; Robbins v. Roscoe, 120 N. C., 
88; Griffith v. Richmond, 126 N. G., 378; Roseman v. Roseman, 197 
N. C., 500; Tarlton v. Griggs, 181 N. C., 221; Austin v. Austin, 182 
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Timberlake, 1389 N. C., 182; Smith v. Proctor, ib., 320; Bryan v. Eason, 
147 N. C., 288; Whitehead v. Weaver, 153 N. C., 89; Lewis v. Stancil, 
154 N. C., 327; Buchanan v. Clark, 164 N. C., 65; Torrey v. McFadyen, 
165 N. C., 239; McMahan v. Hensley, 178 N. C., 588; Reece v. Woods, 
180 N. C., 633. | 


(756) 
S. T. PEARSON v. J. R. CRAWFORD ET AL, 


Action for Trepass on Land—Trial—Issues—Finding of Jury—Argu- 
ment of Counsel—Discretion of Judge. 


1. The extent to which counsel may comment upon witnesses and parties must 
be left to the sound discretion of the trial judge and such discretion will 
not be reviewed on appeal unless it is apparent that the impropriety of 
counsel was gross and calculated to prejudice the jury. 

2. In the trial of an action for trespass on land, where plaintiff claimed title 
under a deed and defendants denied that the grantors thereof were the 
true owners, the jury under an instruction that plaintiff must first es- 
tablish title to the land described in the complaint and then prove its 
location before he could recover, found that plaintiff’s title was valid; 
that the location of the land had not been proved to their satisfaction; 
that defendants had not trespassed thereon and that plaintiff had suffered 
no damage: Held, that, under the charge, these findings and the judgment 
thereon, were not inconsistent or contradictory, and plaintiff cannot com- 
plain of such judgment inasmuch as his failure to recover was thereby 
placed on the ground of a failure to locate the land and not on the ground 
of any defect in his deed. 


Action for trespass, commenced in the Superior Court of McDower1, 
8 January, 1892, and removed on motion of plaintiff, to Burke, at Jan- 
uary Special Term, 1894, of which it was tried before Armfield, J., 
and a jury. 

The plaintiff claimed that he was the owner of a tract of land in 
McDowell County, containing 70,400 acres known as the Wm. and Robt. 
Tate tract or grant, and that defendants had trespassed thereon by 
cutting and hauling off timber to the great damage of plaintiff. 

The issues and material parts of the testimony, together with the 
portions of the charge to the jury excepted to, appear in the opinion 
of Associate Justice Montgomery. 


J. B. Batchelor for plaintiff. | (157) 
Justice & Justice for defendants. 


Monteomery, J. The plaintiff moved for a new trial on the ground 
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that the verdict was contrary to the weight of the evidence. The motion 
was overruled and the plaintiff excepted. There is nothing in the 
exception. The matter was one which ought to have been addressed to 
the discretion of his Honor purely. | 
The plaintiffs objection to the argument of defendants’ counsel 
for the alleged reason that he abused his privilege as an attorney in 
speaking of the plaintiff as a speculator, buying the large boundary of 
land at 6 1-4 cents per acre, is without merit. There was proof tending 
to show that the plaintiff had bought the land claimed in his complaint 
(about 70,000 acres, wild and untillable mostly) at that price. Cer- 
tainly such an argument, being intended to show that the purchase of the 
land at such a price, under all the circumstances, was for the purpose 
of future sale and profit, was not a gross abuse of his privilege. In 
Goodman v. Sapp, 102 N. C., 477, the Court said that a number of 
cases cited “and numerous other authorities settle the general prin- 
ciple that the extent to which counsel may comment upon witnesses 
and parties must be left ordinarily to the sound discretion of the judge 
who tries the case, and this Court will not review his discretion unless 
it is apparent that aes enErOpmely of counsel was gross and calculated 
to prejudice the jury.” 

There were no exceptions taken to any part of his Honor’s charge 
to the jury, and no prayers for special instructions asked by either 
the plaintiff or the defendants. The issues submitted to the jury 
were not objected to by either side, nor were any new ones suggested 
in the course of the trial. 

We will now examine the real questions brought to this 

(758) Court for settlement. They concern the form and the sub- 

stance of the issues, and the nature of the judgment rendered 
thereon : 

Issues and responses of the jury: 1. Is plaintiff the owner of the 
land described in the complaint? Yes (11-12). 2. Where is the 
beginning corner of the Tate tract? We don’t know. 3. Where is 
the southwest corner of the Tate grant? We don’t know. 4. Where 
is the northeast corner of the Tate grant? We don’t know. 5.. 
Did the defendants trespass on the land of cone 2 No. 6. What dam- 
age has plaintiff sustained? None. © 

Upon the verdict the following judgment was rendered: “It is 
considered by the court that plaintiff is the owner of the land de- 
scribed in the complaint, but that defendants have not trespassed’ on 
the land of plaintiff, and plaintiff has not located his tract of land 
described in the complaint: It is therefore adjudged that the injunc- 
tion granted in this cause be dismissed, and that defendants go without 
day and recover of plaintiff the costs of this action.” 
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The plaintiff excepted as follows: “Plaintiff excepts to the fore- 
going judgment in open court and the rendition thereof, on the ground 
that 1t was inconsistent and contradictory, as were the issues upon 
which it was based, the said issues having been framed in such a way 
as not to entitle the defendants to any judgment thereon, and plain- 
tiff further insisted that the finding of the first answer, ‘Yes,’ must em- 
brace the location of plaintifi’s land as described in the complaint, 
and defendant was not entitled to have it declared in said judgment 
that plaintiff had not located his land.” The exceptions were over- 
ruled and the plaintiff appealed. 

The issues in this case are not such as are usually pabmeied in 
actions of this nature, but in the light of the charge of his Honor 
they are clear to a certainty and in no sense inconsistent with 
each other or contradictory. They seem in connection with (759) 
the charge to have been perfectly fair to the plaintiff, and more 
favorable to him than he might have had a right to demand. The 
plaintiff claimed the land described in his complaint, and on which 
the alleged trespass was said to have been committed, through mesne 
conveyances back to a grant from the State to Wiliam and Robert 
Tate, dated 1795. The direct and immediate conveyance under which 
the plaintiff claimed was one from the heirs-at-law of Maria Nixon, 
‘The defendants contended that the real heirs of Maria Nixon did not exe- 
‘cute the deed, and that the persons who signed it were not the Nixon 
heirs, and that matter seemed to the judge to be one of so much impor- 
tance on the trial that to prevent confusion he submitted the first issue to 
settle the question of the regularity of the paper title of the plaintiff 
to the land embraced in his deed. The instructions on this issue could 
not be misunderstood by the jury. The court said: “In considering 
the first issue you will not inquire into the location of the land described 
in the complaint, but only as to whether the plaintiff has made out his 
title thereto, 1.e., whether he has shown you: who the heirs of Maria 
Nixon are (here the testimony, the contention of the parties, and the 
law as to this point were stated fully to the jury). There is no pretence 
that more than 11-12 of the interests of the heirs of Maria Nixou 
were conveyed, and if you find by a preponderance of the testimony that 
the plaintiff is the owner of 11-12 of the land described in the complaint, 
you will answer the first issue, ‘Yes, 11-12,’ and will proceed to consider 
the other issues.’ 

The plaintiff insists that the second, third and fourth issues are not 
consistent with the first, and that the verdict involved a contradiction. 
This view of the plaintiff is a mistaken one. His Honor in his instruc- 
tions on these issues, pointed unerringly and with entire cer- 
tainty to their meaning and purpose. He said: “If you answer (760) 
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the first issue, as to plaintiff’s title, “Yes, 11-12,’ you will then pro- 
ceed to consider the second, third and fourth issues as to the location 
of the land claimed by plaintiff. If plaintiff establishes his title, the 
burden is still on him to show by a preponderance of the evidence 
where his land is situated—to locate it before he can recover (here 
the evidence as to location of grant was read to jury, contentions of 
parties stated, and jury fully instructed as to law applicable to this 
part of the case). If you find from the evidence that plaintiff has lo- 
cated any line or lines or corner of his tract, you may locate the entire 
boundary by following the calls in his grant or deeds. If there is a 
natural object called for found, course and distance must give way 
to reach it. Imf plaintiff has located his tract of land you will indicate 
by your answers to the second, third and fourth issues the locations of 
the corners referred to, whether they be located where plaintiff claims, 
or elsewhere. If plaintiff has not satisfied you by a preponderance of 
the evidence of the location of any part of the boundary set out in his 
grant, you will answer the second, third and fourth issues, ‘We don’t 
_ know,’ and the fifth issue, ‘No,’ and the sixth issue, ‘Nothing.’ ” 

The jury must have understood what these issues meant, and why 
they were submitted in the form in which they were. And the counsel 
for the plaintiff were satisfied with them, for his Honor told the jury 
that if the plaintiff from the evidence had located any line or lines, or 
corner of his tract, ‘you may locate the entire boundary by following 
the calls in his grant or deeds.” The judgment followed in form and 
substance the verdict of the jury, and is not objectionable in any as- 
pect. The paper title of the plaintiff was declared regular, but the 
location of the land not having been proved, the court made these 

statements in the judgment. This was favorable to the plain- 
(761) tiff because it put his failure to recover of the defendant on 
the ground of his failure to locate the land, and not on the 
ground of any defect in his deed. No Error. The judgment is affirmed. 
Affirmed. 


Avery, J., did not sit. 


Cited: S. v. Surles, 117 N. C., 725; 8. v. Tyson, 183 N. C., 696. 
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R. B. CLARK v. JOSEPH HODGE. | 


Action for Possession of Personal Property—Competency of Wrtness— 
Chattel Mortgage—Mortgagee as Subscribing Witness—Hxecution 
by Corporation—Validity of Mortgage. 


‘1. Where he is not excluded under the provisions of section 590 of The Code, 
the mortgagee in a chattel mortgage is competent, as a subscribing witness 
thereto, to prove its execution for admission to probate, inasmuch as sec. 
13851 of The Code removes the disqualification formerly attaching to wit- 
nesses having an interest. 


2. The common seal of a corporation being affixed to an instrument is prima 
facie evidence that it was affixed by competent authority, and hence it is 
not incumbent upon one claiming personal property under a mortgage 
by a corporation to show that its execution was duly authorized. 


3. In the trial of an action for possession of personal property claimed under 
a chattel mortgage executed by a corporation, it is competent for the 
adverse party to go behind the seal and show that it was not affixed by 
the legally exercised authority of the company. 


4. A chattel mortgage recited that a corporation was indebted to the mort- 
gagee, ‘“‘for which he holds my note,” and to secure the same “I do” con- 
vey to him certain property owned by the corporation, and “if I fail” to 
pay the debt, the mortgagee may sell, allowing an attorney fee to be 
charged to “me”; the attestation was “witness my hand and seal.” The 
mortgage was signed by the “president” of the corporation as “president” 
with his private seal, and by others as “treasurer” and “stockholder,” 
and the corporate seal was set opposite to their names: Held, that such 
mortgage was a conveyance by the president personally and not one by 
the corporation acting through him. 


5. Where the property described in a chattel mortgage which purported to be 
the act of the corporation but was only that of an officer personally, be- 
longed to the corporation and was in the adverse possession of the de- 
fendant at the time of the execution of the mortgage, the instrument was 
properly excluded as evidence in an action for the possession of the 
property by the mortgagee. 


(762) 


Action, to secure possession of personal property, tried before Boy- 
kin, J, and a jury, at Spring Term, 1894, of Rurnerrorp. 

The property in litigation, as was shown by the evidence and not 
controverted by the plaintiff, was at the time of making the pretended 
chattel mortgage hereafter mentioned, the property of a corporation 
-known as “The Rutherfordton Land and Industrial Company,” with 
office at Rutherford, N. C., and at the time the said mortgage was 
executed was in the adverse possession of the defendant, Joseph Hodge. 

In order to make out his claim, the plaintiff offered to introduce in 
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evidence a paper writing in the nature of a deed of trust in words and 
figures as follows, to-wit: 


Strats of Nortu Caro.ina, 
County of Rutherford. | | 
The Rutherfordton Land and Industrial Company, of County and 
State aforesaid, is indebted to R. B. Clark, of the County and 
(763) State aforesaid, in the sum of Eleven Hundred Dollars, for 
which he holds my note to be paid 18 April, 1892, and to secure 
the payment of the same I do hereby convey to the said R. B. Clark 
these articles of personal property, to-wit: (Here follows description 
of property.) — 7 
But on this special trust, that if I fail to pay said debt on 13 April, 
1892, then he may take possession of and sell said property at public 
auction, for cash, first giving twenty days’ notice at three public places 
in said county, and apply the proceeds of such sale to the discharge of 
said debt, interest and costs on the same, and it is further provided and 
agreed that if the said debt 1s not paid when due, then the said R. B. 
Clark is hereby authorized to place this mortgage in the hands of an 
attorney for collection, and pay said attorney the sum of not more than 
10 per cent, as fee for collecting same, and charge said fee to me, to 
be paid out of the money arising from said sale, and after paying said 
debt, interest, costs and fee, he shall pay over the euEDaS, if any, to 
the said R. B. Clark. 
Witness my hand and seal this 13 April, 1892. 
(A mortgage on 59 1-2 acres of land given as additional security — 
for this debt.) | 
D. N. Hitcucock, Pres. peor ae uu: 
L. P. Erwin SrockHorpER. Seu Marner ere 
cae mae: Co., Incorporated 
T. M. Lyncu, Treas. 22 April, 1891. 


Witness, R. B. Crarx. 


State of Norru CaRo.ina, Iw tHE SupEeRrIor Court, 
Rutherford County. 29 February, 1892. 

The execution of the within Chattel Mortgage was duly proven by 
the oath and examination of R. B. Clark, the subscribing witness 
thereto. 

Therefore let the same and this certificate be registered. Fee, 19¢., 


paid. 
: J. F. Fiaox, C. 8. C. 


To the introduction of the paper as evidence the defendant 
(764) interposed the following objections, to-wit: 
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1. The paper writing was not attested by the secretary of the 
Be ait as required by the Acts of 1891, chapter 118, page 104.. 
. It was not shown that the parties who eecsuted the paper had any 
Bienen from the members of the corporation to make it. There was 
no evidence that the Coens authorized the execution of the mort- 
gage. 

3. The paper was void upon the ground that the pretended mortgagee 
was the sole subscribing witness thereto. His attestation alone would 
not, and did not, sufficiently prove the execution of the paper so as to 
authorize the clerk to order the registration. The order of the clerk 
to register the paper was without authority. The registration was 
therefore void as well as the instrument itself was void. 

4, The corporation could not make a mortgage, or deed of trust, on 
the property, because at the time the mortgage was made it did not 
have possession of the property, it, the property, being in posseseon of 
the defendant. | 

The court ruled the paper out. The plaintiff excepted. Upon this 
ruling of the court, the plaintiff took a nonsuit and appealed. 


E. J. Justice for plaintiff. 
S. Gallert for defendant. 


Crark, J. It was not a sufficient objection to the introduction of 
the mortgage that the subscribing witness thereto,.by whom its execution 
‘was proved when admitted to probate, was the mortgagee therein. The 
Code, sec. 13851, removes the disqualification attaching formerly to 
witnesses having an interest. The mortgagee in this case, not coming 
within any of the exceptions (Code, sec. 590; Bunn v. Todd, 

107 N. C., 266), was competent as subscribing witness to prove (765) 
the execution of the mortgage to himself, but such practice is not 
commended nor to be encouraged, for the probate is ex parte without 
opportunity for cross examination. 

Nor was it incumbent upon the party offering the pioeieage to show 
that its execution was duly authorized. The common seal being affixed 
is prima facie evidence that it was affixed by proper authority. 1 Devlin 
Deeds, sec. 341. It was competent for the opposite party to go behind 
the seal and show that it was not affixed by the legally exercised author- 
ity of the company. Duke v. Markham, 105 N. C., 131, 136. But the 
instrument on its face is not the mortgage of the corporation. It recites 
that the corporation (naming it) is indebted to the plaintiff “for which 
he holds my note to secure the payment of the same, I do hereby convey 
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to him the following articles of personal property, to-wit: now in the 
Hodge Hotel belonging to the said company, and if I fail to pay said 
debt by 18 April, 1892” (then follows power of sale with provision for 
allowance of ten per cent to attorney for collection) “charging said 
fee to me, and after paying said debt, interest, costs and fee, the surplus 
to be paid over to said Clark” (the mortgagee). “Witness my hand and 
si this 13 April, 1892.” To this, D. N. Hitchcock affixes his signature 
s “president,” adding his private seal. T'wo others signed respectively 
‘treaanrer” and “stockholder,” the seal of the corporation being set 
opposite to the three names, Laws 1891, ch. 118 (since repealed and 
reénacted with some modification by the "Act of 1893, ch. 95), is like 
The Code, sec. 685, an enabling act, additional to a not exclusive 
of the common law mode of executing deeds. Bason v. Mining Co., 
90 N. C., 417: This instrument might possibly therefore be 
(766) admitted as executed in behalf of the corporation so far as the 
_ common seal and the signing of the officers are concerned, but 
from the attestation clause, the body of the deed and the conveying words, 
it is clear that it is the conveyance of D. N. Hitcheock and not that of 
the corporation acting through him. It is the personal act and deed of 
its president. Clayton v. Cagle, 97 N. C., 300; Davidson v. Alexander, 
84 N. C., 621; Insurance Co. v. Hicks, 48 N. C., 58; Plemmons v. 
Improvement Co., 108 N. C., 614. It is admitted that the property 
embraced in the description oa at the time of the execution of the 
mortgage the property of the corporation (not of said Hitchcock) and 
was in the adverse possession of the defendant. The mortgage offered — 
was therefore properly excluded. "3 
No Error. 


Cited: Bernhardt v. Brown, 122 N. C., 591; LeRoy v. Jacobosky, 


1386 N. C., 458; Bdwards v. Supply Co., 150 N. C., 175; Power Corp. 
v. Power cs. 168 N. C., 221. 
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J. B. BOSTIC v. SAMUEL YOUNG er At. 
Injunction—Relief against Hxecutteon—“Connor’s Act”’—Practice. 


1, A court of Equity will not interpose by injunction to prevent a sale of com- 
plainant’s real estate under execution against another, since the question 
of title to real estate is one to be determined at law and the owner can 
there make his defences. 


2. Under ch. 147, Acts of 1885 (“Connor’s Act”), which provides that no con- 
' veyance of land shall be valid, as against creditors and purchasers for 
value, but from its registration thereof, a deed of trust is of no validity 
whatever as against a judgment creditor unless registered. . 


Morton to dissolve a temporary restraining order issued in a cause 
pending in CLeveLanp and heard before Graham, J., at Chambers, in 
Charlotte, N. C., on 8 March, 1895. The motion was allowed and 
plaintiff appealed, The facts appear in the opinion of Associate 
Justice Montgomery. (767) 


Webb & Webb for plaintiff. 
A. Anthony and R. L. Ryburn for defendants. 


Monteomery, J. It appears from the complaint that B. D. Suttle 
conveyed to W. C. Bostic the tract of land by deed dated 10 December, 
1890, but that the deed was not registered until 12 February, 1895; 
that the vendee paid $8,000 for the land, $3,000 in cash of his own 
means, borrowed of the plaintiff Crawford $5,000, with which the 
balance of the purchase money was paid, and executed together with 
his wife a deed of trust on the land to J. B. Bostic to secure the payment 
of the $5,000 borrowed from Crawford; and that the deed of trust was 
registered in Cleveland County, where the land is situated, on 25 May, 
1892. It further appears from the complaint that because of condition 
broken a sale of the land was made under the trust deed by J. B. Bostic, 
on 21 January, 1893, and that Crawford, cestui que trust, bought the 
land at the price of $5,350, went into possession, and is still in possession 
enjoying the uses and profits thereof. No deed, however, has been exe- 
cuted by the trustee to the purchaser Crawford. It appears further 
from the complaint that on 23 October, 1893, the defendant Young 
procured a judgment against B. D. Suttle, the original vendor, for 
$421.25, had the same docketed in Cleveland County, where the land 
is situated, and that he had execution issued to the sheriff of Cleveland 
on 29 January, 1895, and that the sheriff was about to sell the land 
when the plaintiff commenced this action. 
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The question before the Court for decision is whether the plaintiff 
can invoke the equitable relief of the courts to prevent the de- 
(768) fendants (the plaintiffs in the execution) from proceeding to sell 
_ the land under their execution; and this involves of course the 
question as to whether this action can be maintained under the Act of 
1893, ch. 6. For if such an action as this can be maintained under that 
act, then the plaintiff would be entitled to the relief by injunction, which 
he seeks if the facts warranted it. The point in the case, when the facts 
are summarized, is briefly stated: The deed from Suttle (the defendant 
in the execution) to W. C. Bostic, though dated 10 December, 1890, was 
not registered (although the purchase money was paid at the time of the 
execution of the deed) until 25 February, 1895. The judgment of 
Young, the defendant in this action, against Suttle was obtained, and 
execution levied upon the land before the registration of the deed, and 
the plaintiff Crawford is in possession of the land under the sale mindé 
by the trustee. 

Where a party has a full remedy at law, the court of Equity will not 
grant extraordinary relief by way of injunction. In this action, in case 
of a sale of the land under the execution, the purchaser, before he could 
assert title derived from the sale, would have to bring his action at law 
for the possession against the plaintiff who is in possession, and prove 
his title to the property; and-in such an action the plaintiff in this, the 
defendant in that action could raise every question involved in the con- 
troversy, which he seeks to raise in this action. In that action, he could 
set up in his defence the very matters he now alleges in his prayer for 
equitable relief. Browning v. Lavender, 104 N. C., 69; Murray v. 
Hazell, 99 N. C., 168; Southerland v. Harper, 83 N. C., 200. In High 
on Injunctions, section 120, the writer says: “A Court of Equity will 
not interpose by injunction to prevent a sale of complainant’s real estate 

under execution against another, since the question of title to 
- (769) real estate is ordinarily to be determined at law.” The rulings 

of our Court on this subject have sustained that principle. In 
Gatewood v. Burns, 99 N. C., 357, one of the plaintiffs in that case, 
Thomas May, alleged that he had purchased a tract of land from his 
co-plaintiff, Gatewood, in 1882, and paid for the same before certain 
liens of judgment creditors of Gatewood had attached to the land, but 
that the deed was not made to him by Gatewood until the liens had been 
created by the judgments. May was in possession of the land, but 
apprehending that Gatewood’s execution creditors might sell it, he 
invoked the Court to adjudge his title good and to enjoin the creditors 
from selling the land. The Court refused the relief sought, holding 
that “it is not the province of the Court to interpose its authority to 
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prevent the sale of the land. If the plaintiff has title to it, a sale or 
attempted sale of it under the execution would pass no title. If on the 
other hand he has no title and the land belongs to the defendant in the 
execution, then the creditor would have the right to sell it, if need be, 
to pay his debt.” In Bristol v. Hallyburton, 98 N. C., 384, where the 
defendant sought to have an execution against his interest in a tract 
of land enjoined on the ground that the interest of the defendant in 
the land was a contingent interest and not subject to execution, the - 
Court refused the injunction, and Judge Ashe, in delivering the opin- 
ion of the Court, said: “The application to stay the execution regularly 
issued upon a judgment at law because the sheriff has levied upon prop- 
erty not subject to the execution, or because the property belonged 
to another and the defendant in the judgment, is a procedure unknown 
to our practice. We cannot see how the sale of the land, although it 
may not be the subject of sale under execution, can work an irrepar- 
able injury to‘the defendant in the execution; for the sale and sheriff’s 
deed have no other effect than to pass such interest as the defen- 

dant had at the time of the sale, subject. to execution.” (770) 

The facts in the present case are easily to be distinguished 

from those of the case of the Mortgage Co. v. Long, 113 N. C., p. 128. 
There, the conflicting claims to the land arose between judgment credi- 
tors and mortgage creditors of the defendant Long. No relief was 
sought by Long against either set of creditors. .We think it proper to 
add that the Court in arriving at its conclusion have also considered 
the final effect of this litigation; that is, whether the plaintiff would be 
entitled, finally, to the relicf he sceks. The Court will not upon appli- 
cation for interlocutory injunction shut its eyes to the question of the 
probability of the plaintiff’s ultimately establishing his demands, nor 
will it by injunction disturb defendant in the exercise of a legal right 
without a probability that plaintiff may finally maintain his rights as 
against that of the defendant. High on Injunction, sec. 5. In this 
view of the case, we have arrived at the further conclusion that that 
part of the Act of 1885, ch. 147, sec. 1, which reads as follows, “No 
conveyance of land, nor contract to convey, or lease of land for more 
than three years shall be valid to pass any property as against creditors 
or purchasers for a valuable consideration from the donor, bargainor 
or lessor, but from the registration thereof, within the county where 
the land lieth,” settles the matter set out in the complaint, against the 
plaintiff. The quotation from the Acts of 1885 is in precisely the same 
language used of deeds of trust and mortgages in the Act of 1829 (Code, 
sec, 1254) and the uniform construction of the Act of 1829 by this 
Court has been to the effect that deeds of trust and mortgages. are of no 
validity whatever as against purchasers for value and against creditors, 
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unless they are registered, and they take effect only from and after 
registration. Robinson v. Willoughby, 70 N. C., 358; Fleming v. 
Burgin, 387 N. C., 584; Leggett v. Bullock, 44 N. C., 283. It 
(771) is to be noted that the creditor in this action is a judgment credi- 
tor, and also that there is no allegation in the complaint that 

the plaintiff was prevented from registering his deed by the fraud of 
the defendant. 

There is no error in the ruling of his Honor dissolving the restrain- 
ing order and refusing the injunction, and the same is 

Affirmed. | 


Cited: Blalock v. Strain, 122 N. C., 287; Pelletier v. Lumber Co., 
123 N. C., 608; Trust Co. v. Sterchie, 169 N. C., 24; Realty Co. v. 
Carter, 170 N. C., 7. : 


J. C. COWEN y. T. J. WITHROW er at. 


Action to Recover Land—Purchaser at Execution Sale—Unregistered 
Deed—Connor’s Act—Notice—Provision for Registration. 


1. “Connor’s Act,” ch. 147, Laws 1885, providing that no purchase from a bar- 
gainor or lessor shall pass title as against an unregistered deed executed 
before 1 December, 1885, of which the purchaser has notice, applies to a 
purchase at sale under execution. 


2. ““Connor’s Act,” ch. 147, Laws 1885, which was ratified 27 January, 1885, 
provided that an unregistered deed should not be good against a sub- 
sequent but prior registered deed; it also provided that the act should 
not, until 1 January, 1886, apply to deeds executed before the ratification 
of the act and that an unregistered deed should be. good as against an 
after-purchaser taking with notice thereof, and expressly repeals see. 
1245 of The Code which requires registration of deeds within two years 
from their date. Held, that by implication, section 1245 of The Code was 
continued in force until 1 January, 1886, so as to authorize the registra- 
tion of deeds, until then, of deeds previously executed. (Associate Jus- 
tices CLARK and MoNTGOMERY dissent. ) 


(772) Action to recover land, tried before Winston, J., and a jury, 

at Fall Term, 1894, of Rurnurrorp. There was judgment on a 
verdict for the plaintiff and defendants appealed. The facts are stated 
in the opinion of Associate Justice Furches. 


Justice & Justice for plaintiff. 
8. Gallert for defendants. 
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Furcuss, J. We are now considering this case for the fifth time, 


and propose to treat it on a different line from that heretofore pursued, 
with the hope it may not return to trouble us again. 


This is an action of ejectment in which plaintiff alleges title in | 


himself, and this is denied by defendants. This allegation of plain- 


tiff and denial of defendants makes an issue of title, and plaintiff 


must recover, if he recovers at all, upon the strength of his title and not 
on the weakness of defendants’ title. It is not necessary that defend- 
ants should do anything until plaintiff has shown that he is the owner 
of the land. If he fails to do this he must fail to recover. 

But this is not the case with defendants. They need not show any 


title in them to defeat plaintiff’s recovery. It is sufficient for them 


to show that plaintiff has no title to the land in controversy.. 

Plaintiff, recognizing the fact that the burden was on him, undertook 
to show that he was the owner; and to do this, introduced in evidence 
a deed from the sheriff of Rutherford County, dated 3 December, 1888, 
for the lands in dispute, showing that they were sold as the lands of 
T. J. Withrow. He then placed in evidence three executions against 
T. J. Withrow based upon docketed judgments in Rutherford County. 
One of these judgments was docketed 10 September, 1885, and the 
other two after that time. Possession of defendants being ad- 
mitted, plaintiff closed his case and defendants undertook their (773) 
defence. 

The defendant P. J . Withrow offered in evidence a deed from T. J. 
Withrow to her for the lands in controversy, dated 5 August, 1882, and 
registered 26 November, 1889. This deed was objected to by plaintiff, 
objection sustained by the court, deed ruled out and defendants ex- 
cepted. 

The defendant P. J. Withrow then introduced as a witness her 
husband T. J. Withrow, and offered to prove by him that before the 
plaintiff bought the land in controversy, he, witness, told the plain- 
tiff that the land was not his, that he had sold it to P. J. Withrow, 
that-she had paid him for it and he had made her a deed to the same. 
She also proposed to prove by this witness that on the day of sale 
he gave public notice of the fact that he had sold the land to P. J. 
Withrow, that she had paid him for the same and that he had made 
her a deed therefor. And that he informed J. C. Erwin, the agent 
of the plaintiff, who bid off the land for the plaintiff, before he bid 
off said land, of the facts above stated. But all this evidence was 
objected to by plaintiff and excluded by the court, and the defendants 
excepted. 

Was there error in the court excluding this evidence? If there 
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was, the defendants are entitled to a new trial. If there was not, the 
judgment should be affirmed. 

The case on appeal does not state the grounds upon which the court 
‘held that the deed of T. J. Withrow to the defendant P. J. Withrow 
was incompetent. It was registered, and there is no objection made 
to the sufficiency of the probate or to the form of the certificate. 

It was for the very land then in controversy, and why it was not 

competent evidence we are unable to see. As to what effect 
(7 74) it should have upon the issues then before the court, and being 

tried, was a different thing, and one proper for the instructions 
or rulings er the court, according to its understanding of the law. 
We can conceive of no reason for excluding this deed, unless we hold 
that a deed executed in 1882 could not be probated and registered in 
1889. Indeed this was the ground upon which plaintiff’s counsel 
undertook to sustain the ruling of the court, in rejecting this evi- 
dence, in his argument before us,—that it was executed before De- 
,cember, 1885, and was not registered before December, 1885, and could 
not be registered after that time. 

This Court is not prepared to give its sanction to this proposition. 
We can see no law to sustain such proposition, and we are glad we do 
not, as such a ruling at this time would unsettle the title to thousands 
of tracts of land in North Carolina that are considered settled. Then 
was there error in ruling out the testimony of T. J. Withrow? We 
have stated that plaintiff must recover, if he recover at all, upon the 
strength of his own title, and not for the want of a title in defendants. 
And this evidence, as we understand, was offered by defendants for 
the purpose of showing that plaintifi’s deed was invalid. And if it 
would do this, or tend to do so, then it was competent and should have 
been received, and it was error to exclude it. We might stop here. 

But the law as contained In chapter 147, Laws 1885, p. 233, is thai 
after 1 December, 1885, where a party purchases land, with the knowl- 
edge that another has purchased the same land and has a deed therefor 
dated prior to 1 December, 1885, which has not been registered, the 
second purchaser shall acquire no title as against the prior unregis- 
tered deed. Then if this be the law, and the evidence of T. J. Withrow 

_. would have proved or, feuded to prove that plaintiff had knowl- 
(775) edge of the prior unregistered deed of the defendants, the evi- 
dence was competent and should have been admitted. Indeed, 

it. was not. only competent, but bore directly upon the main issue in 


the case. 


The defendant’s deed being put in evidence, it seems to us there 
was but one issue left for the jury, and that was whether the plaintiff 
bought with knowledge of the defendant’s deed, made in 1882. 
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This Court decided, when this case was here before, that notice to 
the agent Exwin was notice to the plaintiff. Cowen v. Withrow, 111 
N. C.,. 306, but defendants here proposed to prove actual personal 
notice. It was also contended by plaintiff that the Act of 1885 did 
not apply to plaintiff. That as he purchased at a sheriff’s sale, he was 
not such after-purchaser as was prevented from purchasing with knowl- 
edge of a former deed. But this Court has held otherwise, and we 
have no disposition to overrule that opinion, Cowen v. Wathrow, 114 
N. C., 558. 

But it is contended by plaintiff that the sacpiacut creditors of heer 
Withrow acquired liens on this land, attaching at the date of docket- 
ing their judgments, and that plaintiff by becoming the purchaser. at 
‘execution sale stands in the shoes of, and has the benefit of said liens. 
We ‘admit this proposition of law. But plaintiff got no more than 
T. J. Withrow had (granting that his deed is valid to pass title, and 
this is only admitted for this argument) and this was but the naked 
legal title, the equitable estate being in P. J. Withrow. .And‘when her 
deed was registered in 1889 it became a perfect legal and equitable title, 
and related back to the date of her deed (Phifer v. Barnhart, 88 N. C., 
333) and wiped out all estate that T. J. Withrow had in said land, © 
and also the interest plaintiff had acquired under his deed. | 

And while we understand it to be admitted that this would ordi- 
narily be the case, yet it is claimed that this case is an exception 
to this general rule. It is contended that when the judgment of (776) 
the S. v. Withrow was docketed in 1885, the defendant, P. J. . | 
Withrow, could not have registered her deed. And this being so, the judg- 
ment liens attached and thereby took a priority. And this brings us 
to a consideration of Laws 1885, ch. 147. This act was ratified on 27 
February, 1885, and provides in the fifth paragraph that it shall be 
in force from and after 1 December, 1885. And it is further con- 
tended that section 1245 of The Code expired by limitation, upon the 
adjournment of the Legislature in 1885, and that there was no law 
authorizing the registration of any deed, or other paper required to 
be registered, from the adjournment of the Legislature of 1885 until 
January, 1886, and that deeds dated prior to December, 1885, cannot © 
be registered. This is an important question, not to say a startling 
one to us, and if true will probably unsettle the title to ten thousand 
tracts of land in North Carolina. It would be most remarkable, if 
this is true, that we have lived for ten years without discovering so 
important a matter as this. 

We are not prepared to yield our assent to this proposition. The 
Act of 1885 certainly contemplated that the registration of deeds should 
go on. In the first section it provides that the provisions of this act 
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shall not apply to deeds, etc., until 1 January, 1886. Why and what 
reason was there for postponing the application of this act, which 
was to place deeds on the same footing as mortgages and to make them 
invalid against an after-purchaser, who gets his deed registered first, 
if the owner of the deed had no right to have his “prior deeds” regis- 
tered? Would it not be adding insult to injury to notify the citizen 

that we will not apply the mortgage law to you until 1 Jan- 
(777) uary, 1886, but in the meantime we will not let you register 

your deeds and perfect your titles? | 

But again. The second proviso of the same section (Laws 1885) 
provides that if any person shall purchase any land from any prior 
donor or lessor, it “shall avail or pass no title as against any unregis- 
tered deed executed prior to 1 December, 1885, when the person or’ 
persons, claiming under such unregistered deed, shall be in the actual 
possession and enjoyment of such land, either in person or by his or their 
tenants, at the time of the execution of such prior deed, or when the 
person or persons, claiming under or taking such second deed, had at 
the time of taking or purchasing under such deed actual or constructive 
notice of such unregistered deed or the claim of the person or persons 
holding or claiming thereunder.” 

Can it be possible that the Legislature would have made such a pro- 
vision as this, without intending to provide a means by which such 
prior deeds might be registered? Or did the Legislature intend to say 
to the holder of such deed that you cannot register it, but you had 
better be on the lookout, or some fellow will get your land? But again, 
the second section of this act provides that persons holding unregistered 
deeds, executed prior to the first of January, 1856, may have them re- 
corded without proving their execution, but “upon the affidavit of the 
holder, and that such deeds and affidavits shall be entitled the registration 
in the same manner and with the same effect as if proved in the man- 
ner prescribed by law for other deeds.” Why should the Legislature 
say this if there was no means by which they could be registered? And 
the Legislature is so anxious that everybody should have his deeds 
registered before the mortgage law applied that the fourth section re- 
duces the fees of the clerks and registers on such deeds. And the fifth 
section provides that the Secretary of State shall cause this act to be 

published in at least three newspapers in each judicial district 

(778) and shall send copies thereof to the clerks and registers to be 
| posted in their offices. And the registers of each county shall 
cause the same to be posted in as many as four public places in each 
township in his county, for at least sixty days before this Act of 1885 
goes into effect. Then why do all this, if no one could have any deed 
or contract registered ? | 
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We know as a matter of fact there never was such a harvest for 
clerks and registers. Almost everybody was rushing forward to get 
his deeds registered before the new act took effect. And we have 
no doubt that more deeds were registered in the year 1885 than had 
been registered in any other ten years in the history of the State. 

It must be manifest that the Act of February, 1885, regarded section 
1245 of The Code as continuing in force and effect until repealed by 
that act. The first sentence in the Act of February, 1885, is to re- 
peal section 1245 of The Code. This act is to go into effect on 1 
January, 1886. Why then should the Act of February, 1885, which 
does not go into effect until January, 1886, by express terms, repeal 
section 1245, if this section had expired at the adjournment of the 
Legislature, in March, 1885, as contended by the plaintiff? We are 
not willing to cast that imputation upon the Legislature, and upon 
the learned gentleman said to be the author of the Act of 1885, as 
it would do to say that this act was passed in express terms, for the 
purpose of repealing an act that would expire and be lifeless with the 
adjournment of the Legislature, and make the act repealing it take 
effect eight or nine months after the act they were repealing was dead. 

Our opinion is that by clear implication the Act of February, 1885, 
continued in force section 1245 of The Code, tuntil it went into effect 
on 1 January, 1886, and that there has been no time since 5 August, 
1882, when defendant might not have registered her deed. There is 
error and the defendant is entitled to a new trial. 

New Trial. ; (779) 


Crark, J. (dissenting): The plaintiff claims under a deed from 
the sheriff upon execution sale against T. J. Withrow dated 3 Decem- 
ber, 1888, and registered 11 December, 1888. The execution on two 
docketed judgments against him, one of them taken at Spring Term, 
1885, and docketed. His homestead was laid off in other property, and 
this tract was returned as his property in excess, September, 1888. The 
feme defendant claims under an alleged deed from her husband dated 2 
August, 1882, but not registered till 26 November, 1889, ay a year 
_ after the registration of the plaintifi’s deed. 

By section 1245 of The Code, which is a copy of the a in’ force 
at the date of the deed to the feme defendant, such deed was not “good 
and available unless registered within two years after the date of said 
deed.” It was not so registered and was therefore, like an unregis- 
tered mortgage, a nullity as to executions or liens against the grantor 
unless the two years’ limitation was extendéd. No statute of exten- 
sion has since been passed, unless the second proviso of section 1, ch. 
147, Laws 1885, be so construed. But it is unnecessary to construe 
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‘it, for, granting it bears that construction, by its terms it only took 
effect 1 December, 1885, and in the meantime, at the Spring Term of 
1885, the hen of the jndgment docketed against T. J. Withrow at a time 
when the alleged unregistered deed to his wife was a nullity (it being 
then more than two years “after date of said deed” in August, 1882) 
became a vested right which could not be divested by an act taking 
effect thereafter on 1 December, 1885. The sale under execution issu- 

ing on said judgment, and deed thereunder to plaintiff dated 
(780) back to the Spring Term of 1885, and the plaintiff acquired a good 

title. This is stated in the dissenting opinion of the two dis- 
senting Judges in this case, 112 N. C., on page 748, and the opinion 
of the other three Judges, delivered by the then Chief Justice, in its 
concluding paragraph on page 739 impliedly concedes the proposition, 
bit avoids it on the ground that the point was not made and no ex- 
ception taken on the trial. This time the point was made and ruled in 
accordance with the intimation of the Court, and the defendant ex- 
cepted and appealed. Fraud was alleged, but his Honor exeluded 
the proof offered to sustain the charge, as unnecessary, on the ground 
that the above principles entitled the plaintiff to recover, without 
going into the evidence of fraud. 

Laws 1885, ch. 147, by its terms did not take effect till 1 December, 
1885. One of its provisions is the repeal of section 1245 of The Code. 
The plaintiff does not contend that the repeal of this section took place 
prior to 1 December, 1885, when the rest of the act took effect. On 
the contrary he insists that section 1245 remained in full force till 
that date. By its terms the deed of T. J. Withrow was void and of 
no effect because not registered “within two years after the date of the 
deed,” which was 2 August, 1882. The deed being null and void as 
to the creditors of the grantor after 2 August, 1884, just as an unregis- 
tered mortgage would have been, the judgment docketed against T. J. 
Withrow, Spring Term, 1885, conferred a vested right in the land 
which could not be disturbed by an act taking effect 1 December, 1885. 
Such act might revive the rights of the holder of an unregistered 
deed, but it could not destroy liens acquired under the docketed judg- 
ment while the unregistered deed was null and void by the terms of 
the law then in foree. It must be noted that The Code, sec. 1245, did 

not extend the time for the registration of deeds for two years 
(781) from its ratification, which previous Legislatures had been in the 

custom of doing, as seems to be supposed, but simply kept in 
force the former act that deeds should not be “good and available” 
unless in two years “after date of the deed.” The date of the deed 
being 2 August, 1882, it ceased to be “good and available” 2 August, 
1884, If revived, it could only be by virtue of the act taking effect 
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1 December, 1885, for section 1245 was the law up to that date. Now, 
in the interval, while the deed was a nullity as to the creditors of the 
grantor, Just as an unregistered mortgage would have been, the hen — 
of the docketed judgment was acquired at the Spring Term, 1885. The 
plaintiff, as purchaser under the execution issued on that docketed 
judgment, gets a vested interest, thereby acquired, free from any sub- 
sequent rights or liens of the unregistered deed of the grantee, however 
conferred, by statute or otherwise. This. is the office and purpose of | 
docketing judgments. Otherwise, they would be of small use. The 
plaintiff having acquired by purchase under execution issued thereon, 
the vested right and lien on the property conferred by such docketed 
judgment antedates any rights which could be conferred on the holder 
of the unregistered deed by the act, which did not take effect till 1 
December, 1885. Whatever the intent of the Legislature may be sup- 
posed to have been, it had not the power, nor can it be supposed to 
have intended, to destroy vested interests in the land acquired by the 
lien of the docketed judgment before the act became operative: So 
in McKeithan v. Terry, 64 N. C., 25, it was held that the hen acquired 
by a levy in 1867 could not be divested by the homestead provision of 
the Constitution adopted in 1868. Such transactions as the one here 
attempted to be set up are the strongest example and vindication of 
the wisdom and necessity of the Act of 1885, supra. The husband in 
possession of land under a registered deed continues to receive the rents 
and profits and to list and pay taxes on it in his own name. 
When his homestead is set apart, this is laid off as his excess, (782) . 
without exception. When the excess is offered for sale, then for 

the first time it is contended that the wife claimed that a deed had been 
made to her seven years before. When the plaintiff offers to show fraud 
and to rebut the evidence that the notice was even then given—the 
deed in fact not being recorded till a year later—his Honor excluded 
it (and properly) as unnecessary on the grounds above stated that the 
lien of the docketed judgment was not divested by the subsequent act 
of the Legislature. 


Monteommry, J., concurs in this dissent. 


Cited: Blue v. Ritter, 118 N. C., 581; Patterson v. Meares, 121 
N. C., 267; Hallyburton v. plage 130 N. C., 484; Laton v. Crowell, 
—-186 N. C., 380. 


455 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [116 


YOUNGER wv. RITCHIE. 


L. C. YOUNGER et AL. v. M. RITCHIE Ev At. 


Action to Set Aside Fraudulent Conveyance of Homestead. 


Whatever doubt might have existed as to the right of creditors holding dock- 
eted judgments to have immediately set aside as fraudulent, and as a 
cloud on their title, a conveyance by the owner of a homestead upon 
which such judgments are a lien, they were removed by ch. 78, Acts of 
1893, which provides that the fact that the lands do not exceed in value 
the homestead exemption shall be no defence, but prohibits the sale of 
the land until after the expiration of the homestead. 


Action, tried at Spring Sem 1895, of Srantey, before W. S. O’B. 
Robinson, J. 


The action is in the nature of a creditor’s bill brought by a large num- 

ber of creditors to set aside certain deeds executed by the defendant 
M. Ritchie to his wife and son, the other defendants. 

(783) The plaintiffs having admitted that the lands embraced in 
| the deed from the defendant M. Ritchie, to the defendant M. A. E. 
Ritchie, his wife, were worth less than the sum of one thousand dollars, 
the court thereupon intimated an opinion that the plaintiffs could not 
recover judgment setting aside said deed, for the reason that the defen- 
dant could not make a conveyance in fraud of his creditors of lands 
_ worth less than his homestead, he being still a resident of this State. 

In deference to this intimation of the opinion of the court, the plain- 
tiffs submitted to a judgment of nonsuit and appealed. 


Brown & Jerome for plaintiffs. 
No counsel contra. 


OiarK, ip This is an action by several creditors of the male defend- 
ant to set aside his conveyance to his wife, on the ground that it was 
made with intent to hinder, delay and defrand the ereditors of the 
grantor. It was admitted that he was a resident of the State and that 
he could still claim a homestead in the land conveyed, if the deed was 
declared fraudulent, it being worth less than one thousand dollars, and 
no other homestead having been allotted him. Crummen v. Bennett, 
68 N. C., 494; Dortch v. Benton, 98 N. C., 190, and numerous other | 

cases affirming the same doctrine. The plaintiffs are not seek- 
(784) ing to assert that the defendant is estopped to assert his home- 
stead rights in the property, by reason of the fraudulent con- 
veyance thereof, but they contend that their docketed judgments be- 
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ing liens upon the reversion after the termination of the homestead 
(Jones v. Britton, 102 N. C., 166), they are entitled to have the cloud 
or obstruction of the fraudulent conveyance removed now, because the 
evidence may by the process of time bcome unavailable. Had there 
been any doubt of their right to maintain this action for that purpose, 
it is removed by chapter 78, Laws 1893, which expressly provides 
that it shall be no defence to actions to set aside fraudulent conveyances 
to “allege and prove that the lands therein embraced do not exceed 
in value the homestead allowed by law,” providing however that the 
act shall “not be construed to authorize the sale of the land until after 
the homestead exemption has expired.” 

It was competent for the Legislature to so enact, and the meaning 
of the statute is clear and unambiguous. It is not improbable that its 
enactment was brought about by the doubtful intimation in Rankin 
v. Shaw, 94 N. C., 405, that such was not the case, as the law formerly 
stood, and to cure such defect. The judgment of nonsuit must be set 
aside. 

Reversed. 


(785) 
J. H. MOOSE er au., Executors or G. H. BARNHARDT, v. W. S. MARKS. 


Action on Note—Application of Payments. 


1. Where a creditor holds two or more claims against a debtor, the latter may 
direct the application of a payment to either of the debts; if he does not 
do so, the creditor may make the application; if the latter fails to do it, 
the law. will apply it to the debt with the least security. 


2. Where a creditor holding two notes against the defendant, one as executor 
and the other as assignee in his individual right (the latter without de- 
fendant’s knowledge) and in answer to a request for a remittance made 
on the ground that “one of the heirs” needed it, defendant sent a check 

saying, “I send you this amount to relieve the heir in distress’: Held, 
that the payment enews be applied on the note held by plaintiff as 
executor. 


Aotion, tried before Robinson, J., at Spring Term, 1895, of Sranty. 

The action is for $64.58, balance due on a note for $600, secured by 
mortgage on defendant’s real estate. This note was executed to plain- 
tiffs’ testator, G. H. Barnhardt, and was held and sued on by the plain- 
tiffs as executor of Barnhardt. 

The following letter, dated 24 December, 1892, frou the plaintiff 
to the defendant was introduced by the defendant ana admitted 
by the plaintiff: (786) 

457 : 


IN THE SUPREME COURT | [116 
Moose v. MARKS. 


Dry’s Mirrs, N. C., 24 December, 1892. 
W. A. Marks, Albemarle, N.C. 
Sir; Will you be so kind as to send me a check for me 5, as one of the 
heirs is in a strain and needs it very much. 
If possible send that am’t. Will be very ranch obliged. I you can- 


not, send all you can. 
Vokes etc., J. H. Moose. 


The defendant testified that in response to said letter he sent the 
plaintiff $57.50. Defendant further testified that he did not know, at 
the time he sent the said sum of money, that plaintiff held another note, 
or any other evidence of indebtedness against the defendant. | 

It was admitted that the plaintiff applied the said payment to another | 
note held by him, executed by the defendant to one J. W. Hardister, 
which had been transferred to plaintiff. 

The court charged the jury that plaintiff had a right to apply the 
said sum of $57.50 to the Hardister note. To this charge the defendant — 
excepted. 3 
There was a verdict and judgment for plaintiffs, from which 
(787) defendant excepted and appealed. | 


Montgomery & Crowell for plainttffs. 
Brown & Jerome for defendant. 


Farrcitotu, C.J. It is agreed all around that the debtor may direct 
the application of his payment, and on his failure to do so the creditor 
may make the application, and if he fails then the law will make it to 
the debt with least security. 

Here, the plaintiff held a note for $600 in his right as executor 
against defendant and another for a less amount as assignee in his 
individual right; the latter holding, however, was unknown to the de- 
fendant. The plaintiff applies by letter for $75 “as one of the heirs 
is In a strain and needs it very much.” The defendant answers, “Find 
check for $57.50. I will send you some more as soon as I can raise it,” | 
which was equivalent to saying, “I send you this amount to relieve the 
heir in distress,” and in legal effect was a request to apply it on the — 
$600 note, and good faith required that it be done. 

Judgment Reversed. | 


Cited: Young v. Alford, 118 N. C., 220; French v. Richardson, 167 
N. O., 44. 
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(788) 
W. R. HUNEYCUTT et at. v. W. R. BROOKS Et At. 


Proceeaings for Partition—Demal of Title—Plea of Sole Seizin— 
: Evidence—Statute of Limitations. 


1. Where, in a proceeding for partition, the plaintiff claims to be tenant in 
common with defendant and the defendant denies plaintiff’s title and al- 
leges sole seizin in himself, the proceeding becomes in effect an action of 
ejectment and the burden of proof is on the plaintiff to establish his title. 


2. Plaintiffs, in an action for partition in which defendants denied plaintiffs’ 
title and alleged sole seizin in themselves, claimed under the will of their 
father devising the land to his widow during her widowhood and then 
to plaintiffs. It was shown that the widow had died without marrying 
again, but there was no evidence that either she or the plaintiffs had 
held possession of the land within 35 or 40 years prior to the action. 
Held, that the evidence did not establish plaintiffs’ title and they. were 
not entitled to recover. 


3. The statute of limitations does not begin to run against remaindermen 
until the expiration of the particular estate. 


SPECIAL PROCEEDING for partition of land, commenced before the clerk | 
of the Superior Court of Stanly, and issues of law and fact being raised 
upon the pleadings, the same with all the proceedings therein, were 
transferred by the clerk to the civil issue docket for trial. At Spring 
Term, 1894, of Sranty, said case was tried before Boykin, J., and a jury. 


J. Milton Brown for aeons (792) 
No counsel contra. | 


Furcuses, J. This is a proceeding commenced in the Superior 
Court of Stanly County before the clerk for partition of the lands 
mentioned i in the complaint. Plaintiffs allege that they are tenants in 
common with defendants in said lands. The defendants answer and 
deny that plaintiffs are the owners of the lands mentioned in their 
complaint, and plead “non See insimul” (sole seizin in themselves), 
which is the “general i issue” in a proceeding for partition. Purvis v. 
Wilson, 50 N. C., 22. This makes the issue where the plaintiff claims 
to be the owner of land and the defendant denies that lie is the owner. 
In effect it becomes an action of ejectment and the defendant i is ‘required 
to give bond for cost and damage before he can answer as in an action 
of ejectment under section 237 of The Code. Cooper v. Warlick, 109 
N. ©., 672; Vaughan v. Vincent, 88 N. C., 116. 

This being so, the burden of poe is a the plaintiff, the test being 
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this: Suppose no evidence should be introduced, who would be entitled 

to recover? 1 Greenleaf Ev. (14 Ed.), pp. 104, 105 and note B; 
(793) Clapp v. Brougham, 9 Cowen N. Y., 580; 17 Am. & Eng. Enc., 

747; Bailey’s Onus Probandi, 113; Abbott’s Trial Ev., 723. Then 
suppose no evidence had been introduced in this case, plaintiffs alleg- 
ing seizin in themselves and defendants denying it, and nothing appear- 
ing in the pleadings to estop defendants (as claiming under or through 
the same person) from denying plaintiffs’ title, who would have been 
entitled to recover? The simple statement of this proposition, it seems 
to us, shows that defendants would be entitled to an instruction from 
the court to the jury, directing them to return a verdict for defendants. 
And we are of the opinion that the court erred when it held that the 
burden was on defendants. If defendants had declined to introduce 
evidence and the court had instructed the jury to return a verdict for 
plaintiffs—which the court would have done if it had followed the logic 
of its position that the burden was on the defendants—defendants 
would have been entitled to a new trial. 

But defendants’ plea of sole seizin did not only throw the burden upon 
plaintiffs to open the case, but also to prove their title, as in ejectment. 
The plaintiffs had to recover, if at all, upon the strength of their own 
title. It was not necessary that defendants should do anything until 
plaintiffs did this. After defendants had offered three deeds running 
back to 1845 and a long continued possession, which we do not deem it 
necessary to discuss in this appeal, the plaintiffs did introduce evidence, 
but in our opinion it fell far short of making out their case. 

They first introduced the will of David Brooks, probated at August 
Term, 1842, which was in substance to his widow Polly Brooks, during 
her widowhood, and then to his children. And it was shown that Polly 

Brooks never married again and died in 1882 or 1883. But it 
(794) was not shown that Polly Brooks or any of the plaintiffs had 

been in possession of this land (the sixty-four and a half acres 
of which defendants claim to be sole seized) for thirty-five or forty - 
years; in fact plaintiffs failed to prove possession in Polly or them- 
selves of any of the lands mentioned in the complaint. The will of 
David Brooks does not establish title in plaintiffs, by their showing as 
- they did that they were the children and heirs-at-law of the said David. 
This will, without proving that plaintiffs or their mother Polly had 
held possession under it, proved no more than it would have proved 
in 1842 when it was probated. Suppose then that defendants had been 
in possession, and plaintiffs and their mother Polly had brought their ac- 
tion of ejectment against them, and offered this will in evidence and 
stopped ; could it be contended that plaintiffs had made out their title and 
were entitled to recover? This proposition must be answered in the neg- 
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ative. We are therefore clearly of the opinion that plaintiffs failed to 
establish their title to the land in controversy, and the court should 
have so instructed the jury. But instead of so instructing, the court 
instructed them if they believed the evidence to find for plaintiffs. 
In this there was error. 

This disposes of the appeal. But there are other questions presented 
by the record, which have been argued and will necessarily arise on a 
new trial if plaintiffs succeed in making out their title. These are, 
as to what estate this will conveyed to Polly Brooks, and as to the 
statute of limitations—or possession. And our opinion is that, if David 
Brooks owned the lands named in the will, and Polly Brooks never 
married again, she was the owner of the same until her death unless 
she conveyed it, and then the assignee would be the owner until her 
death. And this being so, plaintiffs would have no right to the possession 
of said land, and no right to’sue for the same until after the 
death of Polly. So, if the sixty-four and one-half acres, claimed (795) 
by defendants, is a part of the David Brooks lands mentioned in 
his will, and he was the owner thereof and had the right to convey the 
same by said will, then time did not commence to run against the 
plaintiffs until the death of Polly. And if defendants are tenants 
in common with plaintiffs, as they allege, it would require twenty 
years’ sole possession by defendants from the death of Polly to defeat 
plaintifis’ claim. Ward v. Farmer, 92 N. C., 98, and cases cited. But 
if they are not tenants in common with plaintiffs, and hold under deeds 
from parties who are strangers (that is, others than plaintiffs), seven 
years’ adverse possession would bar plaintiffs’ right. The right of the 
feme defendant to dower has nothing to do with this proceeding. 

There is error and defendants are entitled to a 

New Trial. 


_ Cited: Alexander v. Gibbon, 118 N.'C., 798; Worth v. Simmons, 121 
N. C., 862; Graves v. Barrett, 126 N. C., 270; Brown v. Morisey, 128 
N. C., 140; Parker v. Taylor, 183 N. C., 104; Woody v. Fountain, 148 
N.C., 69; McCaskill v. Walker, 147 N. C., 198; Gregory v. Pinnizx, 158 
N. C., 150; Sipe v. Herman, 161 N. C., 109; McK eel v. Holloman, 163 
N. C., 136; Ditmore v. Rexford, 165 N, GC. 620; Lester v. Harward, 
173 N. C., 84 Moore v. Miller, 179 N. C., 398. 
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DR. JAS. M. HENDERSON vy. WILLIS B. DOWD. 


Constitutional Law—Legislative Powers—Appointment of Guardian— 
Idem Sonans. 


1. An act of the Legislature authorizing a certain person “to act as guardian” 
of another without giving bond, is constitutional, and is in itself an ap- 
pointment without intervention of the clerk. 


2. Where there is no doubt as to the identity of the person named in the act, 
an act of the Legislature is not invalid, because, by clerical error, the 
initial letter of his middle name is incorrectly inserted therein. 


Conrroversy submitted without action under section 567 of The 

Code and tried by Robinson, J., at Chambers, in ee 19 April, 1895 
The case agreed states: 

(796) That the defendant, Willis B. Dowd, is the guardian of Mar- 
garet E. Henderson, a lunatic, duly appointed by the clerk of 

the Superior Court of Mecklenburg County, and has in possession the 

real and personal property of his said ward. 

That the defendant has removed to the city of New York, having 
tendered his resignation as such guardian which the said clerk 1s 
willing to accept provided a suitable person can be found to take the 
said office. 

— That Dr. Jas. M. Henderson, the plaintiff in this action, is willing 
to accept the said guardianship but, owing to the difficulty of making 
the required bond, apphed to the General Assembly of 1895 and obtained 
the passage of the act referred to in the pleading and a controversy has 
arisen in regard to the construction of the said act, being contended 
on one side that the plaintiff 1s entitled to the office of guardian and to 
the property of the said ward without the intervention of the clerk 
of the said court, while it is contended on the other side that the only 
object of the said act was to authorize the clerk of the said court to 
appoint the plaintiff guardian of the said ward without requiring of 
him the bond provided for in sections 1573 and 1574 of The Code. 
His Honor, being of the opinion that no appointment on the part 
of the clerk of the court was necessary, gave Judgment against the 
defendant for the delivery of the said ward’s property into the posses- 
sion of the plaintiff, from which judgment the defendant appealed. 

Section 1 of the act of the General Assembly referred to is as 
follows: 

“That Dr. Jas. N. Henderson, of Charlotte, North Carolina, be 
allowed to act as guardian of Margaret E. Henderson without being 
required to give bond as directed by section 1574 of The Code.” 
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McCall & Nixon, Jones & Tillett for plaintiff 7 
Clement Dowd for defendant. | : 


Farrcroru, C. J. This Court is of opinion that the Legislature has 
the power to enact that the plaintiff be appointed guardian of Margaret 
E. Henderson without bond, etc., because there is no restriction on such 
power in the organic law. The policy of so doing is not for this Court 
to consider. It is by the authority of the Legislature that the duties 
of the clerk are prescribed and regulated, and if that body can dele- 
gate the execution of such duties to the clerk, it must have the power to 
do the same. We are not to be understood as saying that the guardian, 


_ when thus appointed, 1s exempt from accountability, nor from the super- 


vision of the clerk, as in cases of appointment by the clerk, except in 
the matter of entering into bond. The objection to the name of the 


plaintiff is without force. There is an interesting list of idem sonans 


cases collected in S. v. Collins, 115 N. C., 716. 
Judgment Affirmed. 


Cited: Miller v. Alexander, 122 N. C., 721. 


ALPHA MILLS y. WATERTOWN STEAM ENGINE COMPANY. 


Action for Damages—False Warranty—Sale of Personal Property— 
Principal and Agent—I ssues—Discovery of Fraud—Statute of Limi- 
tateons—Damages. 


(798) 


5. It is sufficient if the issues submitted on the trial of an action embrace the 
the defendant was that the perscn upon whom service of the summons was 
made was not the agent of defendant, and the jury, in the trial of the 
action, found an issue establishing such agency, the refusal of the motion 
to dismiss by the trial judge who, at: the time it was made, passed on the 
fact, cannot be excepted to on appeal. 

2. The refusal of a new trial upon the ground that the verdict is against the 
weight of the evidence is not reviewable on appeal. 

3. Where a person, as agent of another, contracts to sell an engine of a cer- 
tain kind and knowingly delivers an inferior one, the purchaser may re- 
tain the engine and sue both principal and agent for damages. 


4, An agent authorized to sell is authorized to make a warranty. 


5, It is sufficient if the issues submitted on the trial of an action ‘embrace the 
substantial contention of the parties in such manner as not to depen 
either party of the benefit of a substantial right. 
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6 Where it was admitted that B sold an engine to plaintiff and in an action 
- against B and W for damages, on false warranty, the jury find on a dis- 
tinct issue that B was W’s agent in the transaction, the refusal to sub- 
mit an issue as to whether or not there was a sale by W was not error. 


7. The amendment, by ch. 269, Acts of 1889, of section 155 (9) of The Code, 
by which the words “in cases which were heretofore solely cognizable by 
eourts of Equity” were stricken out, applies to an action for a false war- 
ranty in a sale made before the amendment, so that, in actions where re- 
lief on the ground of fraud ‘is sought, the cause of action shall not be 
deemed to have accrued until the discovery of the fraud complained of. 


8 A foreign corporation cannot set up the statute of limitations in bar of 
an action for false warranty. 


9, Where, in the trial of an action for false warranty, a dispute exists as to 
when the plaintiff first knew of the fraud, the question as to whether the 
action is barred by the statute of limitations is one of fact for the 
jury. | 

10: A plaintiff in an action for false warranty in the sale of an engine is 


entitled only to damages naturally arising from the fraud and not to in- 
terest on his payments nor to amounts paid for insurance. | 


Crviz aotion, brought by plaintiff against the Watertown Steam 
Engine Company (a foreign corporation) and its agents, Brem & Mc- 
Dowell, for damages arising from its false warranty and deceit in the 
sale of an engine, the manufacture of the Watertown Steam Engine 


Comp any. 


(7 99) ~The following is a _ copy of ie offer for the aii of the. engine 
which was bought from the defendant by the plaintiff: 


Office of Brem & McDowell, Machinery, Mining Supplies and Safes. 
“Agents for Liddell & Co., Manufacturers of “Boss” Cotton Presses, Saw 
“Mills, Shafting, Pulleys, “Hangers, ete. Agents for Watertown Engines. 
Cleveland & Hardwick Engines. The Pratt Improved Cotton Gin. Corn 
and Flour Mills. Vietor Wagon and Platform Scales. Emerson, 
Smith & Co. Planer and Solid Tooth Cireular Saws. Marvin’s Fire 
‘Proof Safes. Steam and Water Fitting and All Sizes of Wrought Iron 
Pipe and Rubber and Leather Belting, Constantly on Hand. 


Cuartortte, N. C., 9 April, 1888. 
E. K. P. Oszorny, Esq., President Alpha Mills. 
Dear Sir: We will sell to your mill the following machinery, at 
prices given: ; 
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One Watertown automatic cut-off engine, 18x28 cylinder, 150 H. P. 
nominal, or 155 H. P. cutting off at half stroke 70 lbs. steam $1,500.00 


80-horse still boilers, at $849 each 1,686.00 
No. 3 pump. 175.00 
No. 11 heater 250.00 
Steam and water connection 100.00 
Machinist’s time 30.00 
Freight, about oe 43.00 

$4,154.00 


With pump and heater. 
Yours respectfully, Brem & McDowett. 
Accepted: E. K. P. Osborne, Pres. 


The engine was delivered on 12 December, 1888, and was set up on 5 
February, 1889, and suit was brought on 3 January, 1892. 

There was much evidence offered and many exceptions taken (800) 
to the admission and exclusion of testimony and to the refusal 
to give instructions asked for and to the charge as given, all of 

which is set out in a voluminous record. The material facts and excep- 
tions are sufficiently stated in the opinion of Associate Justice Furches. 

The issues submitted and the responses thereto are as follows: 

1. Did Brem & McDowell warrant the engine to be a 150 horse-power 
engine of the manufacture of the Wet Steam Engine Company ? 
Answer, “Yes.” | 

2. At the time of said warranty were Bien & McDowell the agents 
of the Watertown Steam Engine Company for sale of said engine? 
Answer, “Yes.” 

3 Did the Watertown Steam Engine Company, through Brem & Mc- 
Dowell as its agents, warrant that the engine sold to the plaintiff, the 
Alpha Mills, was a 150 horse-power engine of the manufacture of said 
Watertown Steam Engine Company? Answer, “Yes.” 

4, Was the said engine a 150 horse-power engine of the manufacture 
of said company? Answer, “No.” 

5. Did Brem & McDowell represent to the plaintiff that the engine 
was a 150 horse-power engine of the manufacture of said company with 
the purpose of inducing the plaintiff to buy the engine? Answer, “Yes.” 

6. Was said representation true? Answer, “No.” - 

7. Did Brem & McDowell know, or have reason to believe, at the time 
of said representation, that said engine was not a 150 horse-power engine 
of the make of said company # Answer, “Yes, but not with fraudulent 
intent.” 


465 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [116 


a YE A EY RS I A A A SS I SY SS 


8. Was plaintiff. induced by said representation to buy the engine? 
— Answer, “Yes.” 
9. At the time of said representation were Brem & McDowell 
(801) the agents of the Watertown Steam Engine Company? Answer, 
“Vas.” 
10. Is plaintifi’s cause of action barred by the statute of limitations 
as to Brem & McDowell? Answer, “No.” 
11. Is the plaintiff’s cause of action barred by the statute of limita- 
tions as to Watertown Steam Engine Company? Answer, “No.” 
12. What are the plaintifi’s damages? Answer, “$2,023.74.” 
Judgment was rendered by the court in favor of the plaintiff. 


Burwell, Walker & Cansiler for plaintrff. 
Geo. EH. Wilson and George F. Bason for Steam Engine Co. 
Jones & Tillett for the defendants Brem & McDowell. 


Furcuss, J. This is an action for damages upon an alleged false 
warranty in the sale of a steam engine in which plaintiff recovered 
and defendants appeal, and file 44 exceptions to the ruling of the 
court. We do not expect to take up and discuss these exceptions 
seriatem, but only to discuss such of them as will dispose of the case on 
appeal, as many of them will in all probability not arise again. 

The defendants moved to discuss the action for want of due service. 
This motion had been made and passed upon some terms ago, upon 
affidavit, as to whether the defendants Brem & McDowell were agents 
of the other defendant in making the sale complained of. And if there 
had been ‘any reason for doubting the correctness of the finding of the 
court at that time (and we do not see that there was), there certainly 
is none now, when this question has been submitted to a jury and found 

that they were the agents of the Watertown Steam Engine Com- 
(802) pany. This motion overruled. 


Defendants then moved for judgment on the findings of the 
jury (non obstante, we suppose). This exception was not argued 
and we suppose was virtually abandoned. But if it was not, we see 
no ground upon which it can be sustained, and it is overruled. 

Exhibit 5 contains the contract for the sale of the engine, which in 
our opinion shows that Brem & McDowell acted as agents of the 
Watertown company in making the sale. And that it also constitutes 
a sale with warranty. Thomas v. Simpson, 80 N. C., 4; Love v. Miller, 
104 N. C., 582. And that plaintiff might retain the engine and have 
an action against defendants for damages. Lewis v. Rountree, 78 N.C., 
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323; McKinnon v. McIntosh, 98 N. C., 89. An agent authorized 
to sell is authorized to make a warranty. Hunter v. Jameson, 28 N. C., 
252. We do not think the fact that Brem was a member of the plaintiff 
corporation benefits the defendants. If he acted as the agent of the 
Watertown company in making this sale—was in its employ and pay 
—he could not at the same time be acting for the plaintiff corporation. 
And thus acting, it is not to be supposed that he would give plaintiff 
information injurious to his principal, and which would likely prevent a 
sale of its property. McKoy v. Hancock, 38 N. J. Eq., 161; Hickman v. 
Green, 27 S. W., 440; Bank v. Harris, 118 Mass. 147; Allen v. R. R., 
150 Mass., 200. It has been held that if the agent did not know of the 
defects at the time of making the sale, he would not be guilty of a 
moral fraud, but still it would be a legal fraud. Peebles v. Guano — 
Co., 177 N. C., 233. But in this case the jury, by the seventh issue, find 
that the agents had knowledge at the time of the sale, that the engine 
was not a 150 H. P. engine. So it is not necessary to invoke 

the rule in the case of Peebles v. Guano Co> supra. (803) 

The defendants insist that they were entitled to their first 
issue as to whether there was a sale or not. And ordinarily 1t seems 
to us that this would be so. But in this case it seems not to be denied 
that there was a sale of an engine by Brem & McDowell to the plain- 
tiff. And we suppose defendants insisted on this issue upon the ground 
that Brem & McDowell were not the agents of the Watertown company. 
And as this was submitted as a distinct issue and found that they were, 
we think this supplies any apparent necessity for this issue. There was 
been: much discussion (to be found in our reports) as to what are 
proper issues. But we think it has been finally settled that if the 
issues as submitted embrace the substantial contention of the parties, 
in such manner as not to deprive either party of the benefit of a 
substantial right, this is sufficient. And applying this rule we do not 
see that defendants were prejudiced on account of the court’s not sub- 
mitting this issue, and must overrule this exception. 

Defendants contend that plaintiff’s action is barred by the statute 
of limitations. And as to the defendants Brem & McDowell, we would 
hold this to be so, under the cases of Blount v. Parker, 78 N. C., 128, 
and Jaffray v. Bear, 103 N. C., 165, but for Laws 1889, ch. 269, 
amending subsection 9, section 155 of The Code. This amendment 
strikes out of section 155 of The Code, that part upon which the 
decision in Blount v. Parker and Jaffray v. Bear was put. This 
amendment: leaves all actions subject to the same rule, whether they 
were heretofore cognizable solely in courts of Equity or not, and makes 
all actions come under the same rule as if they had been originally 
cognizable in courts of Equity. And the jury having found the issue 
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(804) of fraud in favor of plaintiff, it makes this point in the case, 
as to defendants Brem & McDowell, depend upon the time when 
the fraud was discovered by plaintiff, that is, when it first dis- 
covered that the engine was not a 150 H. P: engine. As to the 
other defendant, the’ Watertown company, we think a different rule 
obtains. This defendant is a foreign corporation. Its citizenship is 
in New York. In matters of litigation it has the right to avail itself 
of this fact, as is often done in cases of removal from state to federal 
courts. And we see no reason why it should not be subject to the 
same rule that individuals are, who are citizens of other states. We 
therefore do not think the statute of limitations applies to them, 
whether the fraud was discovered within three years before the com- 
mencement of the action or not. Code, sec. 162; Grist v. Walltams, 
111 N. C., 538. The defendants Brem & McDowell contend that as the 
Act of 1889 was passed after the sale complained of was made, the 
amendment does not apply in this case, and that the law as it stood 
before the amendment mv%t govern. We do not agree to this contention. 
The statute of limitations is no satisfaction of plaintiff’s demand. It 
is only a bar when set up to the action of the court. It does not act 
on the rights of the parties, but only affects the remedy. It is created 
by the Legislature and can be removed by the Legislature. This is 
certainly so where 1t had not run so as to become a bar. As it affects 
no vested rights, there is no reason for holding that it is unconstitu- 
tional. And that is the only ground we see, upon which defendants’ 
contention can be sustained. | | 
This brings us to the consideration of his Honor’s charge upon the 
statute of limitations. The question of the statute of limitations 
is a mixed question of fact-and law. And it is true, as stated by his 
Honor, if there is no dispute as to facts, then it becomes a question of 
law and the court should instruct the jury as to their verdict. But 
where there are disputed facts, as to when it started to run, 
(805) then it is the duty of the court to submit that question to the 
jury. In this case it depended (as to Brem & McDowell) as 
to when plaintiff first had knowledge that the engine sold it was not 
a 150 H. P. engine. It was in evidence that plaintiff more than three 
years before the commencement of this action, had in its possession a 
catalogue of the Watertown company, which tended to show that the en- 
gine sold plaintiff was not a 150 H. P. engine. What Ward said about 
it, and other evidence which tended to show knowledge, was, at least, 
enough to make it a disputed question of fact. And this being so we 
think it was error in the court to instruct the jury that from all the 
evidence in the case they should find that the statute of limitations 
had not run. We also think there was error in his charge upon the 
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question of damages. Plaintiff gave in evidence the cost of transpor- 
tation and putting down both engines. And defendants contend that 
under his Honor’s instructions the jury charged them with this ex- 
pense for both engines. If this is so, 1t seems to us it is clearly wrong. 
If plaintiff had gotten the last engine first, 1t would have been compelled 
to have borne this expense. Why then charge it to defendants? If 
defendants are hable, it should only be for the expense af the defective 
engine. It may be the defendants were not charged for both by the 
jury. But we have examined his Honor’s charge, and can nowhere 
find that they were instructed as to this matter. And as the evidence 
was allowed and they were not instructed as to it, we think it probable, 
indeed most likely, that the jury did charge defendants with both. We 
also think there were other errors in his Honor’s charge upon the 
question of damages. It was too broad. The rule in cases like this, 
as we understand it, is to allow such damages as naturally arise from 
the false warranty, but not for everything that may result there- 

from. Ashe v. DeRosset, 50 N. C., 301. And we cannot see (806) 
how such things as interest and insurance could have been in 

the minds of the contracting parties, or can be said to grow out of the 
breach of contract between the parties. Would not plaintiff have 
had to pay interest and insurance, whether there was a breach of this 
contract or not? And did this in any way depend upon this contract 
between plaintiff and defendants? These and any other matters that 
could not have been in the minds of the contracting parties, and did 
not arise from the breach of warranty, should be eliminated from the 
question of damages. _ 

There are other exceptions in the case, which we do not think neces- 
sary to pass upon now, as they will likely not arise on a new trial. But 
for the errors pointed out we are of the opinion there should be a new 
trial. 

New Trial. 


Otted: Ricks v. Stancill, 119 N. C., 102; Rouss v. Ditmore, 122 
N. C., 778; Mfg. Co. v. Gray, 124 N. C., 326; Tompkins v. Cotton 
Mills, 180 N. C., 354; Green v. Ins. Co., 189 N. C., 310; Hough v. 
R. R., 144 N. C., 701; Mfg. Co. v. Davis, 147 N. C., 270; Volwar v. 
Cedar Co., 152 N. C., 35; Winn v. Finch, 171 N. C., 275; Cone v. 
FPrut Growers, vb., 571. | | 
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(807) 
HOWELL, ORR & CO. v. THE BOYD MANUFACTURING COMPANY. 


Assignment of Claam—Acceptance of Draft by Surviving Partners— 
Indorsement of Draft. 


1. A surviving partner has no right to create or contract new debts binding 
upon the partnership, except to the extent of purchasing new material and 
making new debts so far as may be necessary to work up unfinished ma- 
terial and Sell the same. : 


2. A surviving partner of a firm, who was also secretary of a Co. to which 
the former was indebted, accepted a time draft drawn by himself as sec- 
retary of a Co., which indorsed it to plaintiffs “for value’ and “to pay a 
debt and close up an open account.” In a similar draft drawn in renewal 
of the first, other indebtedness of a Co. to plaintiffs was included so 
that the new draft was for a larger amount than was due from the firm 
to a Co. Held, that the transaction was a valid assignment to plaintiffs 
of the claim of a Co. against the firm, and plaintiffs are entitled to re- 
cover of the firm so much of the draft as equaled the amount due from 
the firm to the Co. (CLARK, J., dissents, arguendo.) 


Aocrion to recover the amount expressed in a certain draft as set 
out in the complaint, tried before Graham, J., and a jury, at March 
Term, 1895, of Mrecxitensure. From the case on appeal tendered by 
plaintiffs and accepted by the defendant, the following facts are 
gathered : 

In 1893, and prior to 17 August, 1898, the defendants were en- 
gaged 1 in partnership business under the name of the Boyd Manufactur- 
ing Company and the plaintiffs were engaged in partnership business 
also, and at the same time the Hermitage Cotton Mills were engaged in 
partnership business under that name and style. The Boyd company 
was composed of A. J. Boyd, T. A. Richardson, S. H. Boyd and George 
D. Boyd. On 17 August, 1893, A. J. Boyd died. S. H. Boyd was a 
member and the manager of the Boyd company and was secretary 
and treasurer of the Hermitage company. On 17 August, 1893, the 
Boyd company was indebted to the Hermitage company on account 
in an amount about $5,500, and the Hermitage company was indebted 
to the plaintiffs about the same amount. For this amount, 8. H. Boyd, 
as treasurer and secretary of the Hermitage company, on 1 September, 
1893, gave to the plaintiffs three drafts for said amount, drawn on 
the Boyd company, of which he was a member and manager, payable to 

the Hermitage company, and accepted the drafts and indorsed 
(808) them to the plaintiffs as secretary, etc., of the Hermitage com- 
| pany. Two of the drafts have been paid by the latter company. 
The drafts were renewed one or two times and the first, when renewed, 


was for the original $1,470.92, with some new transaction included, 
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amounting to $2,000, or more, on which was still due, when this action 
commenced, $1,738.54 and some interest. All these drafts were payable 
at. some future day, say 30, 60 or 90 days. 

S. H. Boyd testified as plaintiffs’ witness, “This draft (the one 
sued on) was indorsed to the order of Howell, Orr & Co., for value 
to pay a debt and close up an open account due by Hermitage Cotton 
Mills to Howell, Orr & Co., and the draft was given in part renewal 
of a former ee “J 

Again he says that “Sanders (one of the plaintiffs) on 1 September, 
1893, came to see me and brought a statement of plaintiffs’ account 
against the Hermitage company, so as to get bankable paper for the ac- 
count, as the cotton season would soon open and he wanted to get his ac- 
count into shape. . . . I did not accept the said drafts on account of . 
the said indebtedness to the Hermitage Mills though the Boyd company 
was indebted to the Hermitage company at the time. I accepted the 
draft in order to give Sanders a paper he could use on my own responsi- 
bility without consultation with any others.” 

Sanders testified: “I had been trying to get him (S. H. Boyd) to set- 
tle our account and he promised to settle in thirty days. I told him we 
wanted our money, etc. I took the drafts.” The Boyd company did some 
new business but closed up its: business early in 1894. © 

There was judgment for the defendant and plaintiffs appealed. 


Burwell, Walker & Cansler for plaintiffs. , (809) 
Maxwell & Keerans for defendant. 


Fatrctotu, ©. J. (after stating the facts): At common law an 
assignment is the transferring and setting over to another of some 
right, title or interest in things in which a third party, not a party 
to the assignment, has a concern and: interest. 1 Bac. Ab., 329. And 
the term implies the relation of debtor and creditor. By our Code all 
things in action arising out of contract are assignable. 

Upon the death of A. J. Boyd the firm of the Boyd company was 
dissolved and the survivors had no authority to create or contract new 
debts binding on the original company. It then became their duty 
to close out and wind up the firm business by collecting its assets and 
paying its debts and finally distributing the balance to the parties en- 
titled to it. The survivors, however, have the right to purchase new 
material and make new debts so far as may be necessary to work up 
unfinished material and sell the same. This is for the benefit of the 
creditors and the estate itself, and this to some extent was done in 
this case. Now, what was the effect of the conduct of S. H. Boyd and 


the plaintiffs in the matter? The Boyd company was indebted by ac- 
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count to the Hermitage company and the latter was indebted to the 
plaintiffs by account, the former being dissolved by death, and the duty 
of settling its affairs devolves upon the survivors. The plaintiffs on 
1 September, 1898, applied to the Hermitage company to have their 
account settled, stating that they wanted their money, and they received 
the drafts in question with a promise that they should be paid in 30 
days, etc. S. H. Boyd says: “The draft was indorsed to the plaintiffs 
‘for value’ . . . It was indorsed to pay a debt and close up an 
open account due by Hermitage company to plaintiffs and the 
(810) draft was given in part renewal of a former draft.” Of these 
transactions the defendant had full notice on 1 September, 1893, 
when the company was solvent, and so far as appears is still solvent. 

To this Court it appears that something more than accommodation 
paper was intended. The demand for payment of plaintiffs’ account, 
the indorsement of draft “for value” and “to pay a debt and close up 
an open account” due the plaintiffs, certainly have a significant mean- 
ing, all of which was known to the defendant. Was it not plain 
transferring and setting over of the account against the Boyd com- 
pany to the plaintiffs and thus paying a debt and closing up the ac- 
count due by the Hermitage company? It was simply using the account 
against the Boyd company instead of money to pay the plaintiffs. The 
case is not similar to banking operations where promptness in daily 
transactions is required, where the bank pays out its deposits upon 
checks, drafts, ete., for they owe no debt to anyone except the de- 
positors and are not lable on such paper to anyone until they have 
accepted it. Let it be admitted that S. H. Boyd had no authority after 
dissolution to accept drafts and assume new obligations for the Boyd 
company, still he had authority as manager of the Hermitage company 
_ to use its paper and credits to discharge its debts. This is no affair of 
the defendant. It owed a debt and was in duty bound to pay it 
to whomsoever it might belong, and here it wads served with notice 
of the true ownership. 

It is suggested that as the drafts drawn were payable at a future 
day they were therefore new debts. Not so, because they were upon 
the original consideration, and that fact could not affect the defendant, 
because its debt was due and it had the privilege of paying it any 
day at will, regardless of a proffered indulgence by other parties. 

If the holder had declined the defendant could have made a 
(811) legal tender and deposit of the money and at once discharged 

its liability and stopped mterest and cost. Parker v. Beasley, 
ante, 1. 

We are of opinion that plaintiffs are entitled to recover $1,470.92 
with interest and no more, because we cannot see certainly that any 
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balance was a debt proper against the defendant at A. J. Boyd’s 
death. His Honor’s refusal to give plaintiffs’ prayer for instruction 
to the extent above indicated, was error, and this conclusion makes 
it unnecessary to consider other exceptions. 

Reversed. 


| Crarx, J. (dissenting): The defendant, the Boyd Manufacturing 
Co., was not incorporated, but was a partnership, and was dissolved 
by the death of A. J. Boyd in August, 1893. Subsequently thereto, 
S. H. Boyd, Secretary and Treasurer of the Hermitage Cotton Mills, 
and who was also a surviving partner in the firm known as the Boyd 
Manufacturing Co., drew a draft on the latter at 90 days, on 3 May, 
1894, in favor of the plaintiffs for $2,075.49 and attempted to accept 
the same himself as manager of the Boyd Manufacturing Co. At 
the time of the draft, the Boyd Manufacturing Co. was indebted to 
the Hermitage Cotton Mills in an amount considerably less than 
that. Before the draft fell due, the Hermitage Cotton Mills collected 
of the Boyd Manufacturing Co. the entire amount due. This is an 
action by the plaintiffs, in whose favor the draft was drawn, to 
collect it over again of the drawee, on the ground that it paid the 
Hermitage Cotton Mills in its own wrong. 

S. H. Boyd, surviving partner, had no authority to accept the draft 
so as to bind the Boyd Manufacturing Co., as it had been dissolved. 
The attempted acceptance was a nullity except as to S. H. Boyd 
individually, and against him a judgment has been entered up (812) 
and not appealed from. The position of the plaintiffs there- 
fore, as to the Boyd Manufacturing Company, is that of a holder of 
a draft not accepted, and the plaintiffs have by virtue of such paper 
no claim against the drawee. Their claim is valid of course against 
the drawer. 

The plaintiffs claim, hbaeaee, that they are assignees of the debt 
which the Hermitage Cotton Mills company held against the Boyd 
Manufacturing Company, and therefore that the latter is still liable 
to them, notwithstanding it has paid the debt in full to the Hermitage 
company. 

The answer to this is that the witness of the plaintiffs, who is un- 
contradicted, testifies that in fet it was not an assignment and was 
not intended to be, but was merely .“accommedation paper.’ Another 
witness for plaintiffs, L. W. Sanders, testifies, “We received these papers 
as the acceptances of the Hermitage company and the Boyd Manu- 
facturing Company and as bankable paper.”. It could not therefore 
have been an assignment of a claim. The evidence is uncontradicted 
that in point of fact there was no assignment of the debt, and the claim 


of the plaintiffs ee the Boyd Manufacturing Company is simply 
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that of the holder of an unaccepted-draft, since the attempted accept- 
ance by an unauthorized surviving partner is a nullity. Kahnweiler 
v. Anderson, 78 N. C., 1338. 

It is contended, however, that such paper may be treated as an 
assignment of the debt, though not so intended between the parties 
at the time. The question is a very important one, affecting materially 
the course of dealings in commercial paper, and the following prin- 
ciple seems well settled. To make an order operate as an assignment, 
it must be upon a particular fund; it is not enough that it is drawn 
upon a debtor. 83 Me., 242, and numerous cases and other author- 

ities there cited. See also 90 Cal., 297, and 21 Am. St., 456. 
(813) Besides, an unaccepted draft or check 1s never held to be a 

claim against the drawee in the nature of an assignment of 
the debt, unless it was due at the time when presented and the drawee 
at that time had funds in his hands due the drawer. This has twice 
been recently held by this Court, Marriner v. Lumber Co., 118 N. C.,, 
52; Hawes v. Blackwell, 107 N. C., 196; Bank v. Shuler, 120 U. S., 
511. When this paper fell due, the drawee had no funds in hand due 
the drawer, and was not indebted to it, having paid to it, or on its 
sight drafts, the full amount due. It is true there had been a former 
draft on the Boyd Manufacturing Company in favor of the plaintiffs, 
but the plaintiffs had taken in its stead a new draft at ninety days. 
This was notice to the Boyd Manufacturing Company that the plain-. 
tiffs held no claim against it which could be presented till the end of 
ninety days, and it could not till the maturity and presentation of 
the check lock up the drawer’s debt, and refuse to pay the drawer or 
its sight drafts the amount due, unless it had accepted the drawer’s 
time draft, which it was disabled in law to do. It is this which dis- 
tinguishes this case from Brem v. Covington, 104 N. C., 589. The 
ninety days draft, unaccepted, was not a lien on the funds of the drawer 
in the hands of the drawee, but was simply a request to the Boyd 
Manufacturing Company to. pay the plaintiffs $2,075.29 at the end of 
that time, and this (in the absence of the uncontradicted evidence that it 
was not an assignment at all) would have been an assignment of what- 
ever funds the drawer had in the hands of the drawee at the maturity 
of the draft. The plaintiff doubtless would not have taken such paper, 
but it is certain that it was relying, not upon an assignment, but upon 
the acceptance of the Boyd Manufacturing Company, which, unfortu- 
nately for it, was a nullity. The claim that it is an assignment is a 

second thought, which was only conceived when the bankable 
(814) paper, the plaintiffs thought they were taking, proved worth- 

less as to the drawee, because of the invalidity of an accept- 
ance by a member of an extinct partnership to bind it. Even if it 
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had been an assignment, by the terms of the paper itself and on its face, 
it was an assignment which (in the absence of an acceptance) was 
not to take effect till ninety days from May 3, at which time there 
was no debt due the Hermitage company on which it could take effect. 
Though the: drawee had notice of the assignment, it had notice too 
that 1t was not payable for ninety days, and in the meantime it had 
notice also of drafts payable at sight, or by the creditor’s own demand, 
which it could not refuse to pay. It could not pay both, and not hav- 
ing accepted the time draft, it had no ground to refuse payment of 
the sight drafts. Wherein is the advantage or effect of the acceptance 
of a time draft if mere notice of it to the drawee, without acceptance 
by him, is a lien on the funds of the drawer in the hands of the drawee 
so that the latter cannot, except at his own peril (as in this case) pay 
the drawer himself or his sight drafts prior to the date when the un- 
accepted draft shall fall due. 


(815) 
CHIPPEWA VALLEY BANK V. NATIONAL BANK OF ASHEVILLE. 


Negotiable instiiinehte Bons Fide Pens gdeeiae Between 
Drawer and Payee of Negotiable Paper Not Binding on Cue for 
Value and, Without Notvce. 


1. The fact that the maker of certain notes, by an arrangement with payee, 
-had at different times drawn on the latter, at maturity of some of the 
notes, for such part as. he was unable to pay, and that the drafts so 
drawn had passed through plaintiff’s hands, was not sufficient to charge 
plaintiff with notice of a similar arrangement respecting notes by the 
same maker to the same payee, which the plaintiff had acquired before 
maturity, without actual notice of any equities against it. 


2. In the taking of a deposition, interrogatories are not required to be in 
writing, and when there is nothing to indicate that the deposition does 
not contain the whole of the deponent’s testimony or that it ‘was not 
written down at the time and in the presence of the witness, a motion 
to quasb should be refused. 


_Aotion, tried before McIver, J., and a jury, at March Term, 1894, 
of Buncomspr. There was judgment for plaintiff and defendant ap- 
-pealed. The facts appear in the opinion of Associate Justice Clark. 


J. H. Merrimon for plaintiff. 
W. W. Jones and F. A. Sondley for defendant. 
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Crark, J. The defendant bank having for collection a note which 
was sent to it by plaintiff, who had acquired it as assignee for value 
and before maturity, accepted of the maker part payment and a draft at 
60 days, drawn by the maker on the payee, and sent its own check 
for the full amount of the note to the plaintiff, the holder of the note. 

The said draft not being accepted, the defendant stopped pay- 
(816) ment of its check, and this action is brought by the plaintiff to 
recover the amount of the same. The defendant introduced 
evidence that there was an agreement between the maker and the 
payee that when the notes of the former to the latter became due 
and were presented for payment, if the maker was not in funds he 
might pay what he could and draw back on the payee for the differ- 
ence; that this had occurred several times and the notes had always been 
forwarded to defendant for collection by the plaintiff bank and the 
remittances made through the same agency, and the defendant contended 
that this fixed the plaintiff bank with notice of the agreement. The 
testimony of the cashier of the plaintiff bank, which is uncontradicted, 
is that the plaintiff took the note for value, before maturity, and 
without notice of any equity; that it was not the agent of the payee 
but the purchaser for value, and had no knowledge or notice whatever 
of any agreement between payee and maker of the kind alleged by 
the defendant. His Honor upon the evidence properly instructed the 
jury to return a verdict for plaintiff. The fact that the plaintiff bank 
had several times forwarded notes against the maker for collection 
to the defendant bank and that drafts drawn by the maker against 
the payee had thereafter passed through the two banks, even if known 
to plaintiff bank to have been in renewal or indulgence of part of 
said notes (which is not shown), was not of itself notice in law to the 
plaintiff that there was such agreement as to this note. Actual notice 
of such agreement is negatived, and is not fixed with constructive 
notice by the course of dealing between parties transmitting or col- 
lecting through its bank that the promissory note of the maker, who 
had often given counter-drafts on the payee, was given on the agree- 
ment that he has that standing privilege and is always to have 
(817) a similar indulgence. | 
The motion to quash the deposition was properly refused. 
The interrogatories were verbal and are not required to be in writ- 
ing. There is nothing to indicate that the paper does not contain 
the whole of the deposition, or that it was not written down at the 
time in the presence of the witness. The only evidence on the point 
is the certificate of the commissioner, which certainly does not sustain 
the exception. 
No Error. 
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LAURA 8. JONDS y. CITY OF ASHEVILLE. 


Action for Damages—Condemnation of Land for Municipal Purposes 
—Parties—Intervention in Suit—Practice. 


1. A person only interested in the subject matter of the litigation but whose 
interest will not be affected by the result, is not entitled as a matter of 
right to intervene in an action; if interested jointly with either plaintiff 
or defendant in the subject of-litigation, and the result will affect his in- 
terests, he may, aS a matter of right, intervene. . 


2. Where one is entitled, as a matter of right, to intervene in a suit and ap- 
plies for leave to do so, it is error to proceed with the ease until the 
question of such right is determined, 


Action by Laura E. Jones against the City of Asheville, to recover 
damages for i injury to her property and for a mandamus to compel the 
City of Asheville to pay to her the amount theretofore assessed as the 
value of her land appropriated by the city. The facts are ny stated 
in the opinion ot Associate J ustice Furches. | 


C. M. Stedman for J. M. Campbell (appellant). — (818) 
W. W. Jones, F. A. Sondley and J. ii. Merrimon contra. | 


Fercues, J. The plaintiff and J. M. Campbell are the owners of 
« house and-lot in the city of Asheville, the plaintiff owning a hfe 
estate therein and Campbell owning the remainder in fee simple. Th: 
1892 the defendant city acting in accordance with the provisions of its 
charter and in the exercise of its right of eminent domain, for the © 
purpose of widening the streets of the city of Asheville, took and appro- 
priated a part of the lot above mentioned, belonging to the plat: ntiff 
and the said J. M. Campbell. Some time after the appropriation 
of the property above mentioned, the damage to said lot was assessed 
in the name of the plaintiff, reported to the commissioners as the law 
provided, and by them ratified and affirmed. This report assessed the © 
damage at $875, but before it was paid Campbell put in a claim for 
his part, as he alleged, of the $875 and forbade the defendant city 
paying it to the plaintiff. And under this condition of things the 
city refused to pay and the plaintiff brought this action. And at 
December Term, 1892, the plaintiff filed her complaint, and some time 
in March, 1893, the defendant filed an answer, in which it set up 
the fact that Campbell was the owner of the reversion and Mrs. Jones 
the owner of the life estate in said lot. And asking that Campbell 
be made a party defendant and the matter adjusted. But it does 
not appear that any steps were taken to make Campbell a party, until 
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August Term, 1893, when he appeared in court by his attorneys and 
asked to be made a party defendant, and that he be allowed to file 
an answer and set up his claim to a part of the $875. Before this, 
the plaintiff Jones and the defendant city had agreed upon a judg- 
ment, but the same had not been signed and filed. The court refused 
the motion of Campbell to be allowed to make himself a party de- 
fendant and to file his answer, and Campbell appealed. 
(819) It appears in the facts found by the court that the plaintiff 
had requested Campbell, before she commenced her action, to 
join her in trying to get pay for their property. And he declined 
to do so, saying that his interest in the property did not commence 
after her life estate ended, and he would have nothing to do with it 
till then. And it seems that the court below thought this was not 
very nice treatment, on the part of Campbell,-to refuse to assist her, 
until she was about ready to get the money and then come in and 
claim a part of it. And the court, it would seem, was holding him 
to what he had said. But it is not denied that Campbell is the owner 
in fee of the remainder after the plaintiff’s life estate. In fact it is 
so found by the court. It is not denied that the City of Asheville, 
in the proper exercise of its right of eminent domain, had taken a 
part of the property and endamaged the same to the amount of $875. 
In fact, this is admitted, and these facts present the question of law 
whether Campbell is not entitled to a part of the money, now in the 
hands of the City of Asheville, arising out of this damage. And, if 
so, whether he is not entitled as a matter of law to be made a party 
to this action. 

The rule seems to be that a party, only interested in the subject 
matter of litigation, is not entitled as a matter of right to intervene. 
Colgrove v. Koonce, 76 N. C., 363; Wade v. Saunders, 70 N. C., 270. 
But where a party is interested in the action jointly with either plain- 
tiff or defendant in the subject of litigation, such party may claim 
to intervene as a matter of right. Lytle v. Burgin, 82 N. C., 301. Such 
a party as this is considered a necessary party to a complete determina- 

tion and settlement of the litigation. Colgrove v. Koonce, supra. 
(820) Where a party may intervene as a matter of right and his ap- 

plication to do so is refused by the court, he has the right to 
appeal. Rollins v. Rollins, 76 N. C., 264. Where one may intervene 
as a matter of right, it is error in the court to proceed with the case, 
after application is made, until the question of such right is settled. 
Keathly v. Branch, 84 N. C., 202. 

Therefore, we are of the eninion that the appellant Canppal was 
entitled to intervene as a matter of right, and that having this right 
he had the right to appeal to this Court, when this right to intervene 
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was denied him. And the court should not have proceeded to judg- 
ment, after the application was made, until that question was settled. 
We are not called upon in this appeal to pass upon the relative rights 
of the plaintiff Jones and the appellant Campbell, and we do not do 
so. We only say that it appears that they are jointly interested in 
this fund. But in what proportion we do not undertake to say. That 
is left to be determined hereafter, taking into consideration the nature 
and character of the damage, as to how it affects the value of the 
life estate, and also as to what damage it has been to the remainder 
in fee. There is error and the case is remanded with directions to allow 
the appellant Campbell to intervene and set up his defence, and that 
the case then be proceeded with according to law. 
Error. 


Ewe J., did not sit. 


Cited: Byrd v. Byrd, 117 N. C., 525; Thompson v. pees 
(162 N. C., 164. 


(821) 


W. A. BLACKBURN anp WIFE v. THE ST. PAUL FIRE AND MARINE 
| - INSURANCE COMPANY. 


Action on Insurance Policy—Fire Insurance—Assignment of Policy 
—Assent of Company to Assignment—Estoppel—Fraudulent Burn- 
ing—HEvidence—Exception to Charge, When Taken—Practice—Mar- 
reed Woman. 


1. The Trial Judge has authority to order the consolidation of several actions 
brought on concurrent policies of insurance on the same property. 


2. Where, in an action on fire insurance policies, the defence was that the 
property was fraudulently burned by the insured, it was error to charge 
that such burning must be proved beyond a reasonable doubt; only a 
preponderance of testimony is required. 


3. An exception to the charge to the jury, if made for the first time in the 
statement of case on appeal, is in time. 


4. An assignment of a fire policy by a feme covert, without the consent of her 
husband, and to one having no interest in the property, is valid when it 
was assented to by the agent of the insurer and was not procured by 
false representations or suppression of facts. In such case, the defen- 
dant is estopped to deny the validity of the assignment. 


Action, tried before McIver, J., and a jury, at March Term, 1895, of 
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Buncomsg, for the recovery upon a policy of fire insurance issued to 
Cynthia A. Blackburn, which by the consent of the defendant’s agent, 
indorsed on the back, had been assigned to W. A. Blackburn, before 
the destruction of the property. The defendant, after formerly deny- 
ing portions of the complaint, for further defence alleged: 

“That the defendant is informed and believes that Geo. N. Black- 
burn, the father of the plaintiff, and William Blackburn, the plaintiff, 
and Cynthia A. Blackburn unlawfully conspired, confederated, and 

~ agreed together, to burn the hotel described in plaintiffs’ com- 

(822) plaint, and in pursuance of said conspiracy and of his own 

wicked purpose and intent to defraud the defendant company 

the said plaintiff Wiliam A. Blackburn unlawfully and willfully 

burned or caused to be burned the hotel described in plaintifi’s com- 
plaint.” 

And for further defence the defendant company alleged: 

“That it is informed and believes that the plaintiff had no interest 
in the property described in the complaint at the date of the alleged 
assignment of said policy or at the time of the burning of the afore- 
said property, or at the time of the commencement of this action.” 

When the case came on for trial it was by order of the judge, and 
by consent of counsel for both parties, consolidated with several other 
actions against other defendants whose policies were concurrent. and 
covered the same property. 

The 8th and 9th issues referred to in the opinion were as folks: 

8. Did plaintiffs agree, conspire and confederate together to burn 
the hotel and furniture? 

9. Did W. A. Blackburn willfully burn or cause to be burned the 
hotel and furniture described in the complaint? 

Both of the said issues were answered in the negative. 

In reference to issues, the jury also found that Cynthia A. Black- 
burn was the owner of the hotel at the date of the policy and at the 
time of the fire,.and that W. A. Blackburn was the owner of the policy 
of insurance at the time of the fire. 

The defendants’ counsel asked for the following instructions: 

1. That Wilham A. Blackburn cannot recover for the loss of the 

hotel if he was not owner of the hotel at the time of fire. 
(823) 2. That Cynthia A. Blackburn cannot recover for the loss 
of the hotel if she was not the owner of the policies of in- 
surance at the time of the fire, as a union of subject matter of in- 
surance and policies of insurance in the same person is necessary to a 
recovery. | . 

His Honor charged as to the 8th issue as follows: “That the law 

presumes a wrong in no man and so the law presumes that plaintiffs 
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did not conspire together, and the burden is upon the defendants who 
make the charge to establish it by a preponderance of evidence. If 
defendants fail to do so you should answer this issue, ‘No.’ If you 
find the facts and circumstances relied upon to establish the ee 
conspiracy, existed, still if you find there is a reasonable hypoulenis 
consistent with the innocence of the plaintiffs, you should respond 
‘No’ to the issue. You are not to infer that the plaintiffs conspired 
together to burn the hotel and furniture because the facts are con- 
sistent ve the charge. The fact must be inconsistent with his 
Innocence.” 

His Honor further charged the jury as to the 9th issue: “That the 
same rule of law prevails. The burden is upon the defendants to 
establish the affirmative of this issue by a preponderance of evidence, 
and if they fail to do so, you should respond ‘No’ to the issue. You 
are not to infer that the plaintiff, W. A. Blackburn, willfully burned 
the hotel and furniture because the facts and circumstances relied 
upon to establish the truth of the charge are consistent with it. The 
facts and circumstances must be inconsistent with his innocence.” 

The defendants took no exception to this charge upon the trial but 
in their statement of case on appeal they said: “To this charge de- 
fendants excepted. “ 

When the jury returned their verdict to the court the de- (824) 
fendants moved for judgment thereon in favor of all the com- 
panies except the Orient Insurance Company, on the ground that 
the verdict disclosed that the hotel, for the loss of which plaintiffs 
were seeking recovery, was owned by Cynthia A. Blackburn at date of 
loss; and the policies were owned by William A. Blackburn at the 
date of loss; the defendants insisting that there must be a union of 
the subject matter of insurance and the policies of insurance in the 
same person to entitle either to recover, while the verdict showed that 
one plaintiff owned the property and the other the policies of insur- 
ance at date of loss. | 

This motion was overruled and the defendants Secpiad Defend- 
ants then moved for a new trial for the refusal of the court to give the 
instructions prayed by them, and for the errors in charge as given. 
_This motion was overruled by the court and the defendants excepted. 

The judgment was then rendered by the court in favor of the 
plaintiffs upon the findings of the jury, and the defendants excepted 
and appealed. 


J. H. Merremon, C. M. Stedman and Moore & Moore, for plaintiffs. 
M. EB. Carter and Fry & Newby for defendant. — 


Crarx, J. The consolidation of the five actions upon. concurrent 
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policies of insurance on the same property was consented to, but if 
it had not been the judge had authority to so ordér, as there might 
properly have been only one action brought. Pretzfelder v. Ins. Co., 
ante, 491. 

The charge of the court upon the 8th and 9th issues is not entirely 
elear, but it in effect amounts to an instruction that the defendants 
must show the conspiracy between the plaintiffs to burn and also the 

burning by W. A. Blackburn “beyond a reasonable doubt,” for 
(825) the court instructed the jury that there was a presumption of 

innocence and that they must find “that there was no reasonable 
hypothesis consistent with the innocence of the plaintiffs” and that 
it is not sufficient “that the facts and circumstances relied upon to es- 
tablish the truth of the charge are consistent with it. They must be 
inconsistent with his innocence.” This is not the correct rule in civil 
actions which have nothing to do with guilt and innocence. The burden | 
was upon the defendants as to these two issues to prove their allegations, 
by the preponderance of the evidence, but not beyond a reasonable 
doubt. It is true that authorities in other states are conflicting, but 
this is the general rule in civil actions and our courts have seen no 
reason to depart from it. Kincade v. Bradshaw, 10 N. C., 63; Barfield 
v. Britt, 47 N. C., 41; Outlaw v. Hurdle, 46 N. C.,-150. Both reason 
and the weight of authority, especially the later cases, sustain the prop- 
osition, that “in an action on a policy of insurance against fire, 
when the defendant pleads that the property was fraudulently burned 
by the plaintiff the defendant is not bound to prove such defence be- 
yond a reasonable doubt.” Blaeser v. Ins. Co., 19 Am. Rep., 747; 
Elliott v. Van Buren, 20 Am. Rep., 668; Jones v. Greeves, 1b., 752; 
Ins. Co. v. Johnson, 21 Am. Rep., 223; Kane v. Ins. Co., 23 Am. Rep., 
239, citing Stevens on Evidence, Art. 94, p. 115; Ins. Co. v. Berry, 
8 Kan., 159; Munson v. Atwood, 30 Conn., 102; Wightman v. Ins. 
Oo., 8 La. A., 442; Marshall v. Ins. Co., 48 Mo., 586; Rothschald v. 
Ins. Co., 62 Mo., 356; Huchberger v. Ins. Co., 4 Bissell, 262; Sibley 
v. Ins. Co.; 9 Bissell, 31; Ins. Co. v. Usaw, 112 Pa. St., 80; Ins. Co. 
v. Jachnichen, 110 Ind., 59; Mack v. Ins. Co., 4 Fed., 59; Scott v. Ins. 
Co., (by Dellon, J.); 1 Dillon C. C., 105; Schmidt v. Ins. Co., 1 Gray 

529; Ellis v. Buzzell, 60 Me., 209; Ins. Co. v. Wilson, 7 Wis., 
(826) 169; Matthews v. Huntley, 9 N. H. 150; Simmons v. Ins. Co., 

3 W. Va., 474; 1 Gr. Ev., sec. 18a, note. 2 Gueulese Evy., sec. 408, 
note b; Wharton Ev. sec. 1246. 1 May on a sec. 583; Biddle ieee 
443 ; Wood Ins., sec. 101. 

The defendants took no exception to the charge at the time, but 
in making out their statement of case on appeal they Spee falls eX- 
cepted to the charge in this particular. This is in sufficient time for 
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exceptions to the charge though not as to any other matters. Lowe v. 
Elliott, 107 N. C., 718, and other cases cited in Clark’s Code (2d Ed.), 
p. 383, and Tillets v. R. R., post, 987. 

If the assignment of the policy by Cynthia A. Blackburn was de- 
_ fective because her husband did not join therein, she and her husband 
being parties to the action, the defendants cannot complain, but tak-— 
ing the assignment as sufficient as to its execution, the defendants are - 
estopped, for through their agents they assented to the assignment 
being made and there is neither allegation nor proof that there was 
any suppression of the facts or that said agents were misled or de- 
ceived in assenting thereto. It would be a fraud on the plaintiffs if 
the defendants could assent to the assignment, lull the assignee and 
assignor into a belief that the property was protected by the insurance 
and continue to receive the premiums, yet, when there is a loss by 
fire, could assert that they had been released from liability by an as- 
signment which by their assent duly indorsed on the policy they had 
agreed might be made and which was relied on by the plaintiffs. It 
is very certain that if the defendants had not indorsed their assent 
the assignment would not have been made; else, why the care taken 
to procure such assent to be indorsed? It is true that the rule is that 
a policy of insurance against fire is not valid if taken out by, or if 
assigned to, one who has no interest in the property insured. 
But here the defendants agreed that the plaintiffs might ex- (827 ) 
ecute this assignment; it 1s not alleged that the companies had 
any representations made to them in order to procure their assent; 
that the assignee had an interest in the property and they were not 
incapacitated to give a valid and binding assent. That, under such 
circumstances, the assignment is valid and binding on the companies 
is held in Ins. Co. v. Flack, 56 Am. Dec., 748, and is noticed in Bebend 
wu. Ins. Co., 30 Cal., 78, where it is held that an assignment of this 
character is regarded i in the light of a transfer of the right to receive 
the money that might become due upon the happening of a loss. Ferti- 
lzer Co. v. Reams, 105 N. C., 283, 295. 

As the error only affects the verdict upon the 8th and 9th issues, 
a new trial is granted only as to them, the judgment being affirmed 
in all other respects. Burton v. R. R., 84 N. C., 192, 201. Tillett v. 
R. R., 115 N. C., 662. 3 3 

New Trial. 


Cited: S.c., 117 N. C., 5382; Bernhardt v. Brown, 118 N. C., 709; 
Sydnor v. Byrd, 119 N. C., 487; 8. v. Harris, 120 N. C., 579; S. v. 
Melton, rb., 596; Strother v. R. R., 123 N. C., 200; S. v. Pierce, ib., 
749 ; Panton, Collins: 125 N. C., 90; Ins. Co. v. - h., 179 N. C., 


259; Lasley v. Scales, 1b., 581. 
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(828) 
FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF SPRINGFIELD v. THE ASHEVILLE FUR- 
NITURE AND LUMBER COMPANY. 


Corporations—Authority of Manager—Sale of Property Resulting wm 
Discontinuance of Business—Payment of Debts—Dvrectors’ Meeting 
—Validity. 


1. However broad may be the general power of the manager of a corporation 
to conduct its manufacturing business, it cannot extend to a transaction 
which virtually results in a discontinuance of its business. 


2. Where the treasurer and general manager of a corporation engaged in the 
manufacture of furniture, had general charge of its business, with power 
to sell goods, purchase material, borrow money and pay debts, being 
pressed with demands for the payment of its debts and threatened with 
attachment proceedings, agreed with certain corporate creditors upon 
the value of the entire stock of furniture and a large quantity of lumber 

’ belonging to the corporation and turned it over to them to be applied on 
the company’s debt to them, some of which were not due: Held, that 
such transaction was void as being ultra vires. 


3. An instruction by the directors of a corporation engaged in the manufacture 
of furniture, to their general manager, to sell the furniture on hand and 
“apply the proceeds to the payment of the debts” in this State, was not 
an authority on him to dispose of the entire stock, together with a large 
quantity of raw material, as a part payment on certain debts of the 
company, some of which were not due. 


4, To make the proceedings of a meeting of directors of a corporation regular 
it must be at a stated time provided for in the charter or by-laws or 
held after notice to all of the directors. 


5. The acts of a majority of directors of a corporation held at an unusual 
time and place, without notice to all of the directors, are not valid. 


6. Where it appears that a majority of directors of a corporation met at an 
unusual time and place of holding meetings, and no record of the meeting 
is produced or alleged to exist, one who attempts to show that the cor- 
poration by the acts of such meeting ratified the unauthorized act of its 
agent, must prove that the meeting was regular and that all the directors 
had actual notice thereof. 


Action, tried before Armfield, J., and a jury, at August Term, 1893, 
of Buncompr. There was judgment on a verdict for defendant, and 
plaintiff appealed. The facts appear in the opinion of Associate 
Justice OMI gOmETY, | | 


PF, A. Sondley and Moore & Moore for plawntiff. 
W. W. Jones, C. M. Stedman and M. EH. Carter for defendant. 
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Monreomery, J. The plaintiff, at the time of commencing (829) 
its actions ( afterwards consolidated and tried as one against — 
the defendant, a corporation) issued and levied attachments upon 
certain real and personal property which it alleged belonged to 
the defendant. The National Bank of Asheville, the Battery Park 
Bank and the Western Carolina Bank, the appellees, intervene and 
claim the personal property attached by virtue of an alleged purchase 
by them from the defendant on 4 November, 1891, twenty days before 


the attachment was levied. The only matter for our decision is _ 


whether that sale and purchase constituted a valid transaction and 
passed the title to the pgoperty to the intervenors. The intervenors, 
having to show by preponderance of testimony their title to the pro- 
perty took upon themselves that burden and attempted to show a valid 
sale to them, at a fair price, by an agent of the defendant. The ver- 
dict of the jury establishes the sufficiency of the price agreed on as 
a fair one and there is no contention over that matter. It is admitted 
by all parties that the property which the intervenors claim under the 
alleged sale embraces the entire stock of manufactured goods (furniture) 
which the defendant had on hand, at the time of the sale, valued at about 
$19,000, and also a lot of flooring valued at about $3,000. W. W. 
Avery, the defendant’s agent, who made the alleged sale to the inter- 
venors, testified that he got a full price for it, but explains that the 
intervenors were creditors of the defendant, some of the debts not be- 
ing due at the time of the sale, and that they took the property at 
the price agreed on, $22,081.11, “as a payment on their debts.” The 
witness Avery in writing to the secretary of the defendant corporation, 
two days after the alleged sale, made the following statement of the 
transaction : eg 

. (830) 

 AsHevitte, N. C., 6 Nov., 1891. 

Mr. Wu. Epminston, Knoxville, Tenn. 

Dear Str: As telegraphed you last night, the three banks here, act- 
ing together, attached for the overdue debts due them. But they have 
not sued us individually and I do not think they will, if we can make 
the property pay them out. They were all cocked and primed for 
me when I went up yesterday afternoon to meet them at five o’clock, 
had all the papers issued and ready to serve. I wanted to get some 
time but they would not consent to give me any, as they seemed to be 
afraid some other creditor would come down on us and get the drop 
on us before they did. They were going to attach everything we had, 
and I knew if they did so and got all our property into the hands 
of a receiver, it would be sacrificed to such an extent that it would 
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never come anywhere near paying our debts, as all of the creditors 
of the concern would be treated alike by the receiver, there would be 
a great deal of paper left unpaid with our personal indorsement on it, 
and on this paper we would be sued and none of us ever get out from 
under the load of debts and judgments that would be piled up against us. 
So, I asked them if they would be willing to take our furniture and 
lumber as a payment on the paper which they held against us and on 
which we were individually indorsed, and give us an opportunity to 
sell it for them and get as much out of it to pay on these papers as we 
could. After consulting some time they agreed to do this and I made 
the sale to them, as it was the only thing left for me to do, and seemed 
to be the best thing I could do for all of us .... 3 but they still in- 
sisted upon attaching our real estate and other property for the over- 
due debts, in order, as they said, to make themselves secure. This they 
did yesterday afternoon and our factory is riow in the lands of the 
_ sheriff. To-day they seem to feel that their debts against us 
(831) are secure, and, while I do not know positively, I think they 
| will be inclined to let us work it out, if we feel so disposed, 
and make the property pay them as much as we can of their debts; 
but they have come down on us so suddenly and unexpectedly that I 
have no confidence left in any of them. .... 
- The question now arises, did W. W. Avery have authority to dispose 
of the property in the manner in which he did? As to his general 
powers, he was the treasurer of the company and he testified that he 
“sold all the furniture manufactured at the works of the company,” 
and “used the proceeds of sale for the benefit of the company in carry- 
ing on its general business”; that “at was agreed that he should stay 
at Asheville and run the business; that from the formation of defen- 
dant company he had charge of it, managed it, sold its furniture, bor- 
rowed money for it and paid its debts”; that he had done this “for 
two years and up to the date when the furniture in question was sold 
to the intervenors without any objection from the directors or stock- 
holders of corporation, but with their full knowledge and consent, and 
that he managed all the affairs of the company.” And it is also con- 
tended for the intervenors that -if the alleged sale by Avery was out- 
side the scope of his general powers, described as above, his conduct 
was nevertheless authorized by the directors of the defendant corpora- 
tion, who afterwards met at Cincinnati and “talked over informally 
the business of the company; that it owed a large amount of debts and 
that the directors would have to make some arrangements to meet them 
as they became due, which would be at an early day.” The particular 
authority thus given him is then stated by the witness: “They all agreed 
and so instructed me to come back to North Carolina, sell the furniture 
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we then had on hand and apply the proceeds to the payment (832) 
of the company’s debts here with a view of removing the plant 
to Lenoir City, Tenn.” 
We think that the agent Avery, transcended his powers as ob taed 
for himself by his own testimony when he attempted to make such a 
disposition of the property of the corporation as this transaction dis- 
closes, and therefore that no title to the property passed to the inter- 
venors in the attempted sale. Avery claimed, and the testimony shows, 
that he had very large powers in the active management for which the 
company was organized, the manufacture and sale of furniture, but 
we cannot find from a reading of the whole testimony that the company 
ever entrusted him with the power to do what he attempted to do in 
the transaction above set forth. His agency concerned the running 
and continuation of the business. By this act he practically put an 
end to it. Under his powers he was to sell the product of the defendant 
manufacturing company, purchase material for its use, borrow money 
and pay its debts. He was not authorized to take the entire stock of | 
furniture and also a large quantity of lumber, agree upon a value for 
it with certain of the creditors of the corporation, turn the property 
over to them and have the value placed upon its indebtedness, some of | 
which was not due, as a credit. Which thing he did. At the time of 
the attempted sale the agent gave to the preferred creditors (the inter- 
venors) information concerning the company’s matters, showing its 
large indebtedness and its inability to pay the same, which resulted 
in the immediate action of the creditors, the intervenors, by attachment 
of the other property of the defendant, and thereby closing up the 
business of the company. However broad may be the general power 
of an agent to conduct the business of a manufacturing corporation, it 
cannot, in reason, be extended to cover such a transaction as the one 
which the agent in this matter attempted to perform. Neither 
were the special instructions which Avery claims were given to (833) 
him by the directors at Cincinnati, such as to confer upon him 
the power which he exercised in the attempted sale to the banks, the 
intervenors. He says he was authorized to sell the furniture which 
was then in hand and “apply the proceeds of sale to the payment of 
the debts here” (in North Carolina). This did not empower him to 
dispose of the entire stock and also of some $3,000 worth of unmanu- 
factured material as a part payment on debts to certain of defendant’s 
creditors, some of which were not due. It therefore follows that Avery - 
had neither general nor special authority to transfer to the intervenors 
the property in dispute, and that because of his want of authority 
to do so, they took no title thereto. Owing to the unusual and extra- 
ordinary disposition of the property of the defendant corporation which — 
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the agent was attempting to make, the other parties to the transaction 
(the intervenors) were put on their guard, and they should have been 
particularly careful to find out the agent’s power; more especially as 
in the matter he was attempting to relieve himself of personal liability 
on account of his indorsement of the notes which the banks held against 
the company. There was certainly enough in this transaction to have 
excited suspicion of lack of authority of the agent, and they should 
have clearly scrutinized his powers. Therefore it follows that in his 
Honor’s refusal to instruct the jury, as he was requested to do by the 
plaintiff, that there was “no competent evidence that W. F. Avery 
had authority to sell the furniture as attempted in this case,” there 
was error and on account of this error there must be a new trial. 

But the intervenors contend that if Avery did transcend his powers, 
yet his action was afterwards ratified by defendant corporation, and 
by this ratification any defect in their title to the property, if there 

was any, was cured. Certainly the defendant could. have rati- 
(834) fied the acts of its agent and by so doing make valid an act which 

without such ratification would have been invalid. But, in seek- 
ing to cure such a defect in the act of their agent and alleging that 
the ratification took place at a meeting of the directors, it must be 
first shown that the meeting was a legal one. It is said that the alleged 
ratification was made at the Glen Rock Hotel in Asheville. The in- 
tervenors’ evidence in regard to that meeting is as follows: Avery 
said, “I think there was a notice given of the meeting of the company 
at Glen Rock Hotel, am not sure of that, however. The Glen Rock 
Hotel was not the usual place of the meeting of the company, but was 
the most convenient place inasmuch as two of the directors were al- 
ready there. The meeting at this hotel was regularly organized at 
the suggestion of Carter, and the sale of the furniture to the banks 
was discussed and approved by the meeting.” Carter’s testimony con- 
cerning this meeting, was as follows: “The directors of defendant com- 
pany met at Glen Rock Hotel in Asheville; the meeting was organized 
by the president and secretary, with a majority of the directors pres- 
ent. I explained to them; as attorney of the company, the sale of the 
furniture made to the banks; all of the directors in the. meeting ap- 
proved of the sale. Avery held the stock of the Tennessee company of 
about $100,000, which they said they wished to transfer to the banks 
in liquidation a the company’s indebtedness to the banks. After the 
meeting was informed of this sale of the furniture to the banks they 
directed Avery io destroy that stock, which he did by tearing it up 
in my presence. I do not know that there was any previous notice 
of the Glen Rock Hotel meeting given to the directors of the company.” 
The testimony shows that the board of directors of defendant company 
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consisted of five members, Avery being one of them, and that he and 
two others were present at this meeting. Here then were three 

out of five directors at an unusual place and time for holding (835) 
the meetings of the company, without notice to the other directors, 

so far as appears from the testimony. Was such an assemblage a 
meeting of the corporation in any legal sense? We cannot think so. 
“Unless the meeting is one that assembles at stated times, pursuant 
to some provision in the constitution or by-laws, it must be duly notified 
to all the directors. For even if a majority of a total number of direc- 
tors were present and the vote is unanimous, so that the votes of 
the absentees could not have changed the result, it does not follow 
that those actually present would not have voted differently, had 
they heard what the absentees, if present, might have said. To make 
the proceedings regular, all should have had an opportunity to be 
present and take part in them.” Taylor Corporations, sec. 260. And 
even though it be taken as true that the usual presumption in favor 
of regularity applies to the directors’ meetings, and that the burden 
of proof to show a want of due notice of the meetings is on the party 
impeaching the regularity, yet we think the presumption was rebutted 
by the admission of the intervenors that the assemblage of a majority 
of the directors was at an unusual place, at an unusual time, and that 


no record of such meeting was produced or alleged to exist; and that 


under all the circumstances of this meeting of a majority of the 
directors, as proved by the intervenors’ witnesses, it was incumbent 
on them, when they sought to show that the corporation by that meet- 
ing had ratified the act of the agent in disposing of the property in 


dispute, to show actual notice of the meeting given to each director. 


Upon the question of ratification his Honor’s charge was as follows: 
“Now, Avery and Carter testified that at a meeting at Glen 
Rock Hotel there was a gathering of a majority of the directors (836) 
of the Asheville company and that then this board undertook 


to ratify Avery’s acts. The question is, was that a lawful meeting and. 


had it the power to ratify? The evidence is somewhat equivocal and 
not so certain that they attempted to organize, and the evidence of 
Carter is that he knew of no notice, but there is no evidence that there 
was none. As I told you before, men having a duty to perform are 
presumed to do that duty rightly and to take all necessary steps in 
its right performance, and as you have heard all the evidence on this 
point I will leave it with you to say whether there was a lawful meet- 
ing of the board there or not. Against it you will note that Carter 
said he knew of no notice, and you will remember that he said that the 
meeting was organized at his suggestion and at an unusual place for 
the directors to meet, a place where they never met before. It also ap- 
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pears that this board was somewhat uncertain in its method of holding 
its meetings, that they were in the habit of meeting at various places, 
and against. this stands the presumption I have mentioned before, that 
men act according to law, and if upon the whole evidence you believe this 
was a lawful meeting, then it was lawful; but if not, it goes for nothing, 
so far as ratification is concerned, but can be used for the purpose of 
contradicting these men, because they were then attempting to approve 
of this very sale. If you find this was an unlawful meeting, it is not 
to be considered for the purpose of proving ratification, but to contra- 
dict these men.” — | 

The plaintiff excepted because, first, “The Judge should have charged 
the jury that the meeting at Glen Rock Hotel was not lawful,” and sec- 
ond, “Because there was no evidence to warrant the Judge in submit- 
ting to the jury the question whether or not the meeting at Glen Rock 
Hotel was lawful.” Our opinion is that, upon the undisputed facts con- 

cerning the assembling of the majority of the directors at Glen 
(837) Rock Hotel, there was no such meeting in law of the governing 
and directing body of the defendant corporation as to make its 

acts and conclusions the acts and conclusions of the corporation, bind- 
ing on it and its creditors, as a ratification of an otherwise invalid act. 

‘There was error in his Honor’s refusal to charge on the matter of 
‘ratification as he was requested to do by the plaintiff. 
After what has been said in this opinion it seems unnecessary to dis- 
-euss any other of the exceptions filed by the plaintiff, 
N ew Trial. 


Avery, J., did not sit on the hearing of this case. 


Cited: 8. c., 120 N. C., 476; Bank v. Furniture Co., 122 N. C., 752; 
Glass Plate Co. v. Furmiture Co., 126 N. C., 889. 
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LEWIS T. CLINE y. BRYSON CITY MANUFACTURING COMPANY. 
Action Against Corporation—Residence~-Change of Venue. 


1. A domestic corporation has no residence within the meaning of section 192 
of The Code, and an action may therefore be brought against it by a 
non-resident plaintiff in any county, BDI ET to the power of the court 
to change the venue. 

2, Where a defendant obtains a change of venue under sec. 192 of The Code, 
in order to promote “the convenience of witnesses and the ends of jus- 
tice,” and fails to docket a transcript at the next ensuing term of court 
for the county to which it is removed, the order of removal may be 
stricken out at the next term of the court which granted it. 


Morton by plaintiff upon notice to the defendant, before Boykin, 
J., at December Term, 1894, of BuNcomBs, to vacate an order 
‘made by Shuford, J., at the August Term, 1894. (838) 

This action was begun 3 August, 1894, by service of the sum- 
mons to be found in the record on E. Everett, the president of the defen- 
dant, which is a domestic corporation. | 

At the August Term, 1894, of the said Superior Court, the defendant 
moved upon affidavit, to ves said action removed to the county of 
Swain, and the order was made by Shuford, J., removing the same 
to said county. 

The defendant failed and neglected to have a transcript of the record 
of said case sent up to said county of Swain at the next term of the 
Superior Court held for said county, and the clerk of the Superior 
Court of Buncombe did not send up said transcript because no fees 
were ever paid him to do so, and no demand or request was ever made 
by the defendant for said case to be sent to the Superior Court of Swain, 
except the motion for a removal, and neither did the clerk make any 
demand for fees for said transcript. | 
_ A term of said Swain Superior Court had convened and adjourned 
since the August Term of the Superior Court of Buncombe County, 
and before the notice issued by the plaintiff to the defendant, notifying 
the said defendant that the plaintiff would move to have said order 
vacated. 

His Honor, #. 7. Boykin, after hearing the ‘avcunent of counsel, 
made an order vacating the order made by meres J., removing 
said cause to the county of Swain. 

To this order the defendant excepted, and appealed. 


J. H. Merrimon for plainteff. | (839) 
Fry & Newby for defendant. 
Crarx, J. In Fisher v. Mining Co., 105 N. C., 123, 125, it is said 
that if, after obtaining an order for the removal of a cause to another 
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county, the party obtaining the order does not docket the transcript at 
the next term of the court to which it is removed, the court from which 
it has been ordered to be removed can, at the first term held thereafter 
ou proof of such failure, strike out the order of removal. This is in 
analogy to an appeal to this Court in which, if the transcript is not 
docketed here at the next term, the court below on proof of that fact 
may, on proper notice, adjudge the appeal abandoned, and proceed 
accordingly. Avery v. Pritchard, 93 N. C., 266. 

The defendant insists, however, that this being a case where the re- 
moval was a matter of wight and not resting in the discretion of the 
judge, it was incumbent upon the opposite party and not on itself as 
the mover, to have the transcript docketed in the court to which it was 
ordered to be removed. Whether such distinction exists is not before 
us now because the removal was not imperative, but it rested in the sound 
discretion: of the court whether “the convenience of witnesses and the 
ends of justice would be promoted by the change.” The Code, 195 (2). 
The Code, section 194, applies to foreign corporations. The defendant 
is a domestic corporation and for the purposes of venue may be sued in 
the county where the plaintiff resides, or, if he is a non-resident, in 
any county subject to the power of the court to change the venue. Code, 
sec. 192. There is no statute requiring that a domestic corporation shall 
be sued in the county where it has its principal place of business. If 
this were so, fire insurance companies could be sued upon their policies 

only in the county where their principal office is located and ac- 
(840) tions for damages against railroad corporations, for the same 

reason, could only be brought in three or four counties in the 
State. There was a statute (Laws 1868-69, ch. 251) for a brief period 
which provided that a railroad corporation could only be sued in some 
county in which part of its tract was located. Graham v. Rf. f., 64 
N. C., 631: But this was soon repealed by Laws 1870-71, ch. 281; 
Kingsbury v. R. R., 66 N. C., 284. A corporation has a principal place 
of business but it has no “residence” within the meaning of section 192 
of The Code, and the residence of its officers and directors cannot be 
imputed to the corporation. The defendant having failed to docket the 
transcript in Swain Superior Court at the next term after it obtained 
the order of removal, the judge at the next succeeding term of Bun- 
combe Superior Court, which was held thereafter, properly struck out 
the order. 

No Error. 


Cited: Farmers Alliance v. Murrel, 119 N. C., 125; Dunn v. Marks, 
141 N. C., 233; Roberson v. Lumber Co., 153 N. ©., 128; Rackley v. 
Lumber Co., ib., 173. 
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J. F. HAYNES v. NATHAN COWARD. 
A ppeal—C ertiorari—T ime. of Application’ for—Negligence. 


Where the transcript is not filed at the first term after the trial below, as 
required by Rule 5, on the failure of the appellant to apply at such term, 
as required by Rule 41, for a certiorari to procure it, he is not entitled 
to. such writ at a subsequent term. In such case, the failure to apply 
for a certiorari is not atoned for by the alleged Bee ence of the clerk 
below. ; 


PETITION op a certiorari to have transcript sent up from the Supe- 
rior Court of Jackson at the Spring Term, 1893, of which the case was 
tried. The petitioner Coward appealed from the judgment below, but 
failed to have the transcript docketed in this Court at the term 
next ensuing the term of the court at which the case was tried. (841) 
Plaintiff had a transcript of part of the record docketed and 
appeal dismissed. At this term the defendant applied for a certiorari, 
alleging as an excuse for his delays the negligence and delay of the clerk 
of Jackson Superior Court to make out the transcript. 

The petition was refused. 


J. F. Ray for petitioner. 
J. H. Merrimon contra. 


CrarxK, J. If there is delay in sending up the transcript on appeal 
in time to be docketed for hearing during the call of the district to which 
it belongs at the first term of this Court beginning after the trial below 
as required by Rule 5 (115 N. C., 835) and such delay is caused by the 
neglect of the clerk or judge, all the authorities are to the effect that 
the appellant, if without laches himself, is entitled to a certiorari to 
bring up the transcript or the omitted part of it, as the case may be. 
But the writ must be applied for regularly, at such term (Rule 41) and 
before the appeal is dismissed. The appellant’s failure to do this is 
negligence which is not atoned for by the previous neglect of the clerk 
or judge which had otherwise entitled the appellant to a certiorari. 
Paine v. Cureton, 114 N. C., 606. This is very plain and has been re- 
peatedly stated and reasons pointed out therefor. Among the very nu- 
_ merous cases it is sufficient to cite Pittman v. Kimberly, 92 N. C., 562; 
Porter v. R. R., 106 N. C., 478; Triplett v. Foster, 118 N. C., 389; 
Graham v. Edwards, 114 N. CG, 928, | 

If the transcript is not sent up, the appellant, with very little trouble 
can ascertain that fact below in time either to get it sent up or to 
apply, when the district is called, for a certeorari. Or if, for any reason, 
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(842) he cannot learn this below, the counsel who represents him here 
will see that the transcript or some essential part of it has uot 
arrived and should apply for a certiorart when the district is reached or 
before. If the appellant has no counsel in this Court he cannot be put in 
a better condition than an appellant who has paid enough attention to 
his appeal to have counsel here to argue it. If he have no counsel to 
look after the case here, he should at least ascertain below whether the 
transcript has been properly made out and forwarded here. The Code 
discountenances mere technicalities, but 1t exacts proper diligence and 
a business-like attention to matters in court. The‘presumption is in 
favor of the correctness of the judgment below, and a party seeking to 
reverse it, must do so without delaying the argument here and a decision 
beyond the regular time prescribed as above. Granting, as alleged by 
appellant, that the failure to send up the transcript to the Spring Term, 
1894, of this Court, was due to the negligence of the clerk and was with- 
out any fault on the part of the appellant, still his failure to apply at 
such term tor a certiorari waived his right to ask it at the next term. 
Furthermore, a motion to reinstate was made at Fall Term, 1894, and 
when reached in regular order was denied. It is true that the defendant 
did not take care to be represented when the motion came up. That 
does not make his position any better. There has been no notice served 
since of another motion to reinstate, and if it had been the matter is res 
adjudicata. This case is almost identical with Duncan v. Underwood. 
ante, 525, and Causey v. Snow, ante, 497. 
Motion Denied. 


Cited: Burrell v. Hughes, 120 N. C., 279; Smith v. Montague, 121 
N. C., 94; Parker v. R. R., ib., 504; Norwood v. Pratt, 124 N. C., 747; 
Benedict v. Jones, 181 N. C., 474; Walsh v. Burleson, 154 N. C., 175. 


H. W. MOORE v. J. P. ANGEL. 


Action for Trespass—Claim of Title by Defendant—Farlure to Dis- — 
claim Title—Costs. 


1. While the failure of the defendant in an action in trespass, in ejectment, or 
quare clausum fregit does not deprive him of the benefit of proving a 
better title to a part of the land in dispute in himself, or out of the plain- 
tiff, yet he must submit to a judgment declaratory of the right. of his 
adversary to the land as to which the plaintiff has been cone to 
show title and prove the trespass. 


2, Where, in an action in trespass, the defendant failed to ‘disclaim title to 
all the land declared for by plaintiff, but recovered according to the 
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boundaries set up in his answer, with a greater amount for damages on 
his counter-claim than was allowed plaintiff, plaintiff is nevertheless en-_ 
titled to costs. 


Action of trespass, tried at Fall Term, 1894, of Macon, before 
Shuford, J. The pleadings were in the usual form and the amended 
complaint charges the defendant with trespass, and the amended answer 
charges the plaintiff with trespass. The usual issues were framed and 
submitted to the jury, which jury found in favor of the plaintiff. 

The defendant excepted to the judgment of the court taxing him with 
the costs of the action. | 


J. F. Ray for defendant. | (845) 
No counsel contra. | | 


Avery, J. In his complaint the plaintiff alleged that he held title and 
possession of a certain tract of land, which he described by metes and 
bounds, and charged that defendant had trespassed upon it. The defen- 
dant denied all these allegations and set up, by way of counter-claim, 
that he was the owner and was in the possession of a specified tract of 
land, a part of which was embraced in the boundaries of that described 
in the complaint. In order to support an action for simple trespass, a 
plaintiff must show, where any person 1s holding adversely, actual pos- 
session, but in the absence of adverse occupation, the constructive pos- 
session, which proof of title draws to him, is sufficient. Harris v. 
Sneeden, 104 N. C., 369; Cohoon v. Summons, 29 N. C., 189; Carson v. 
Blount, 19 N. C., 546. If the defendant had disclaimed title to all of 
the boundary declared for in the complaint, to which he did not ulti- 
mately show a better right than the plaintiff, the burden would have 
rested upon the latter only to prove the amount of damage that he was 
entitled to recover. But the issue of title to the whole tract being raised, 
the plaintiff proved to the satisfaction of the jury that he was the owner, 
and in contemplation of law in possession of a portion of the land de- 
clared for, on which the defendant had trespassed. The title be- 
ing put in issue, whether by trespass in ejectment or trespass quare 
clausum, it was proper that the findings of the jury as to. the por- 
tions of the land to which each of the parties had shown title, 
should be specific, and the necessity for such findings was only 
intensified by the fact that a counterclaim for trespass on the part 
of the plaintiff had been set up in the answer. But leaving out | 
of view every other aspect of the case, the findings that he was (846) 
the owner of certain land and that the defendant was a trespasser, 
entitled the plaintiff, by virtue of his having sustained the original allega- 
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tions of his own right and the defendant’s wrong, as the prevailing party, 
to judgment that he was the owner of the portion to which he had shown 
title with at least nominal damages and costs. While the failure of the 
defendant to enter a disclaimer neither in trespass in ejectment nor in 
trespass guare clausum fregit deprives him of the benefit of proving a 
better title to a part of the land in dispute in himself, or out of the plain- 
tiff, he must nevertheless submit to a judgment declaratory of the right 
of his adversary to the land as to which the plaintiff has been compelled 
to show the title and prove the trespass. Cowles v. Ferguson, 90 N. C., 
308; Harris v. Sneeden, supra; Murray v. Spencer, 92 N. C., 264. This 
was a case within the meaning of section 525 of The Code, ayhevein oe 
claim of title to real property arose in the pleadings,” and the plaintiff, 
if the issue based thereon was found in his favor, was entitled to judg- 
ment declaratory of his title, and for nominal damages, if none had been 
assessed, with costs. The statute in this respect is in affirmance of the 
principle established before its enactment. It is true that where an ac- 
tion is brought to enforce a contract and the jury find that the plaintiff is 
indebted to the defendant in a sum exceeding what is due from him to 
_ the plaintiff, judgment may be given for the excess and carries with it 
_ the incidental right to recover costs.. Garrett v. Love, 89 N. C., 206; 
Hurst v. Everett, 91 N. C., 399. But the rule established in such cases 
does not abrogate the other express provisions of the statute applicable 
where the title to real estate is put in issue. The ruling of the court was 
in accordance with law, as we have stated it to be. If the defen- 
(847) dant had disclaimed title to all the land declared for, except that 
for which he proved his right, no issue as to the plaintifi’s title 
would have been raised, and the findings that the defendant’s title, dis- 
puted by plaintiff, was good and that the defendant had sustained greater 
- damages than: his adversary, upon both necessarily, perhaps on either, the 
- defendant would have recovered costs. | 
Whether this is a case in which the question of costs is the main point, 
asin Futrell v. Deanes, ante, 38, or is merely incidental to an appeal 
which involves the validity of the judgment, as in Hobson v. Buchanan, 
(96 N. C., 444, the practical result would be the same. Whether the judg- 
ment be affirmed or the appeal dimissed, the defendant would be liable 
for costs here. We adjudge that the plaintiff recover costs of the appeal. 
J udgment against the appellant for costs. | 


Cited: Vander v. Johnson, 141 N. C., 378; Bryan v. Hodges, 151 
N. C., 415; Swain v. Clemmons, 175 N. C., 242, 243. . 
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(848) 
TT. W. PATTON vy. PAUL GARRETT. 


Action on Note Given in Performance of Award—Issues—Arbitration 
—Award—Right to Set Aside Award for Mistake—Partial Perform- 
ance of Award—Estoppel. | 


1. It is well settled that it is within the sound discretion of the trial judge 
to settle the issues for the jury, subject to the restriction that they shall 
be such as are raised by the pleadings, and that the verdict thereon shall 
be a sufficient basis for the judgment, and that neither party shall be 
deprived, for want of an additional issue, of the Sppormunnty:: of presenting 
some view of the law arising out of the evidence. 

2. Arbitration being a favored mode of settling disputed matters, the courts 
are slow to set aside awards upon an allegation that the arbitrators have 
attempted and failed to decide according to law. 

3. The words “adjudge, ” “determine,” and “award,” used by arbitrators in 

their award, do not necessarily carry with them the idea of a judgment 

according to law so as to enable one of the parties to have the award set 

; aside for errors of law where the point decided was doubtful. 

'. 4, A-naked promise by a party to an arbitration and award to allow the other 

party an additional credit for an item, if it should prove to have been 

inadvertently omitted by the arbitrators, is wees consideration, and 
| hence not. binding. 

5. While corruption or partiality is ground for setting aside an award, mistake 
is not unless the arbitrators have been led into it by undue means — or 
through fraudulent concealment of a party. 

6. Where one of the parties to an arbitration executes his bond for the amount 
of an award, as directed by the arbitrators, he is estopped to defend an 
action thereon on the ground that he executed it in ignorance of a mis- 
take in the award and of the fact that the award was reviewable by a 
court as to a question of law involved therein. 


Action tried before McIver, J., and a jury, at Spring Term, 1894, of 
Buncomser. There was a verdict for the plaintiff and from the judgment 
thereon defendant appealed. | 

On the 13th of January, 1890, C. W. Garrett & Co., and Paul Garrett, 
the defendant, entered into a contract by which the defendant was to 
sell for C. W. Garrett & Co., for a commission, their wines and brandies 
made at their Medoc Vineyards in Halifax County. That afterward, 
a disagreement having arisen between the parties concerning their 
rights and interests under the contract, they agreed to submit the matters 
in dispute to arbitration, the agreement being in the following words: 


Stare or Nortu Carorina—Halifax County. | 
This indenture, made this the_.__day of___-____ , 1891, between Lucy 
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W. Garrett and H. 8. Harrison and his wife Mary S. Harrison, com- 
posing the firm of C. W. Garrett & Co., party of the first part, and Paul 

Garrett, party of the second part, witnesseth: That whereas 
(849) certain matters of controversy have arisen between said parties, 

which are now in litigation in the Superior Court of Halifax 
County, and whereas all the parties above named desire to avoid the 
delay, expense and unfriendly relations which necessarily attend litiga- 
tion, and that all such matters as are now in controversy shall be set- 
tled by arbitration, and whereas the following are the questions in dis- 
pute and to be arbitrated, to wit: 

1. What amount does Paul Garrett, trading as Garrett & Co., 
owe to C, W. Garrett & Co., for wines, brandies and other merchandise 
sold and delivered ? | 

2, What amount, if any, is Paul Garrett entitled to recover 
of C. W. Garrett & Co. for the alleged breach or breaches of contract. 
which existed between said parties, a copy of which contract is hereto 
attached and made a part of this instrument? 

3. It is agreed that all matters pertaining to the business of 
Garrett & Co., as may be supposed by either party to influence his 
interest, may be considered in this arbitration, and that in the event 
the arbitrators shall conclude that either party has been damaged by 
the course of the other they shall decide the amount of such damages. 

Now, therefore, for the avoidance of litigation and for other pur- 
poses above indicated, the parties of this indenture hereby agree to 
submit all matters of controversy to Mr. John A. Collins, of Enfield, 
N. C., and Mr. Wiliam P. Simpson, of Wilson, N. C., and to a third 
party to be selected by the said Collins and Simpson, as arbitrators. 
The award of any two of the arbitrators shall be final. 

In the event of an award of damages to either party the amount 
may be arranged by note at six months for said amount bearing interest 
at eight per cent and with such security as the arbitrators may deem 
sufficient. | 
It is further agreed that no evidence shall be considered by 
(850) said arbitrators, except such as would be admissible in a court 

of law, and, in the event that neither party shall wish to sub- 
mit evidence which is objected to by the other party, the arbitrators 
shall pass on the question of admissibility. 

The place of meeting of the arbitrators shall be at the Medoce Vine- 
yards, and the time for said arbitration shall be fixed by the arbitrators. 

That at the meeting or meetings of the arbitrators 1t is agreed 
that neither party shall be represented by legal counsel, but C. W. 


bodes 
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Garrett & Co. may be represented by T. W. Patton, and Paul Garrett 
may represent his own interests. 

The parties hereto do hereby bind themselves, their heirs, executors 
and assigns in the sum of five thousand dollars that they will abide 
by the award of the arbitrators. 

In testimony whereof the parties above named have hereunto set 
their hands and seals the day and year above mentioned. 


The arbitrators met at Medoc Vineyards on 12 November, 1891, 
the plaintiff representing C. W. Garrett & Co., and the defendant being » 
present in person. The arbitrators, after Reanag all the testimony 
offered on both sides, made the following award : 

12 November, 1891. 

_ Whereas, certain matters of controversy between C. W. Garrett & 
Co. and Garrett & Co. have been referred to the undersigned T. J. 
Hadley, J. A. Collins and W. P. Simpson, and whereas we have this > 
day met at Medoc and carefully examined and weighed such evidence 
as was presented by parties to said controversy, do make the following 
oe 

We award that said Garrett & Co. pay to C. W. Garrett & Co., 
cei hundred and sixty-nine dollars and fifty-five one- 
hundredths dollars, as per account of C. W. Garrett & Co., ad- (851) 
mitted to be correct. 


2. We award that C. W. Gastett & Co. pay to Garrett & Co., 
one hundred dollars and seventeen one-hundredths dollars, being bal- 
ance due Paul Garrett on book of C. W. Garrett & Co., per account 
~ rendered; and also that C. W. Garrett & Co. pay Garrett & Co., sixty- 
seven and sixty-one hundredths dollars for sour wine and discount, 
the discount being half the amount charged against Paul Garrett in 
account rendered against him by C. W. Garrett & Co. 

3. We award, that whereas the contract between the parties was 
indefinite as to its duration, we adjudge it should mean to continue © 
for twelve months, and whereas by reason of a supposed sale of the 
Medoe property, for the failure of which sale Paul Garrett was in 
no way responsible, the contract was annulled before the expiration 
of twelve months, and the said Paul Garrett was deprived of the rea- 
sonable profits under said contract. Now, therefore, we adjudge that 
C. W. Garrett & Co. pay to said Paul Garrett eight hundred dollars 
as damages. 

4, We award that Garrett & C5: execute to C. W. Garrett & Co., 
a note of even date herewith bearing interest from date at eight 
per cent per annum for $1,301.87 due six months from date in full 
settlement of all claims between the parties to date. 
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5. We award that the matter of security to said note be left 
to be agreed upon between Paul Garrett and T. W. Patton, as agreed 
upon by these gentlemen now present. (Signed by the arbitrators.) 

The defendant, immediately upon the making of the award and in 
pursuance of it, executed the bond upon which this action is based, 
which is as follows: “Six months after date I promise to pay to the 

order of C. W. Garrett & Co., thirteen hundred and .one and 
(852) 87-100 dollars, this being the amount awarded in an arbitration 
held this day, with interest from date at eight per cent per 
annum. Witness my hand and seal this 12 November, 1891.” (Signed 
and sealed by Paul Garrett.) The bond was assigned and indorsed to 
Lucy W. Garrett for value by C. W. Garrett & Co., and by her in- 
dorsed for value to the plaintiff. 


This action was brought to recover of the defendant the amount of 
the bond. The defendant set up as a defence all of the matters about 
which he had complained under his contract with C. W. Garrett & Co., 
and which were submitted to arbitration, and averred further that he 
had executed the bond immediately upon'the rendition of the award 
and in ignorance of any omission therein, and in further ignorance 
of the power of the court to review said award, and in ignorance of 
the erroneous construction of the law in regard to the contract, as 
set out in section 15 of this answer, and of his right in the premises. 
He then in his answer, after denying that the plaintiff was the owner 
of the bond, averred other matters of defence as follows: 

13. That: after delivering the note to the plaintiff, Patton, as agent 
of the said C. W. Garrett & Co., the defendant discovered that there 
was omitted from said award an account of this defendant (called 
Garrett & Co.) against said C. W. Garrett & Co., mainly for sour wines 
which had been taken back from customers on account of their defective 
quality, which on the hearing was admitted to be correct by the plain- 
tiff, Patton, and which the said arbitrators were directed by him to 
allow. The said arbitrators inadvertently overlooked the same in 
making their calculations, and allowed defendant no credit therefor; 

said account amounted to $241.60. As soon as defendant de- 
(853) tected the omission he called the attention of the said Patton 

to the same, and he then and there agreed that if the arbitrators 
intended to allow the account, he would credit the same on said note; 
and he directed the defendant to see Messrs. Hadley and Simpson, 
who spent the night in Ringwood, and ascertain from them: whether 
they intended to allow the same. Said Patton took the copy of the 
account filed with the arbitrators and said he would show it to the 
other arbitrator, Dr. John A. Collins. : 
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On the next morning this defendant saw said Hadley and Simpson 
and they declared that it was their intention to allow the account, and 
they wrote out a supplemental award allowing the same and delivered 
it to this defendant. Defendant sent said paper to the plaintiff Patton, 
and has not seen it since. 

14. That said account was omitted by the arbitrators from undue 
haste and by a mere clerical mistake, contrary to their teal intentions, 
and the same ought to be credited on the note sued upon, which has 
never been done. | 

15. That the said arbitrators endeavored in the third article of their 
award to follow the law in the construction of the contract thereinbe- 
fore referred to, and the defendant insists put an erroneous construc- 
tion thereon. Wherefore said award should be set aside and annulled. 

16. The defendant requested the arbitrators to examine the account 
of the defendant with said C. W. Garrett & Co., pointing out various 
items which he alleged to be erroneous, and which amounted to at 
least two hundred dollars, but they neglected and failed to do so. 

17. That if said plaintiff owns said note, he took the same with notice 
of the aforesaid matters and things, and after its maturity. 

18. That the action brought by C. W. Garrett & Co. on their claim 
for $2,300, is still pending in Halifax Superior Court. | 
19. That on 23 March, 1891, said C. W. Garrett & Co. brought (854) 

an action against this defendant, trading as Garrett & Co., to 
recover damages, which they claimed to have suffered by reason of the 
defendant trading under the name of Garrett & Co.; this defendant 
insists that this controversy was submitted to the aforesaid arbitrators 
under the agreement set out in section 10, but said arbitrators failed 
to decide the same or make any award in regard thereto. 

20. That said action is still pending in the Superior Court of Hali- 
fax County, although no complaint has been filed therein. 

21. That the defendant has instituted an action in the Superior 
Court of Halifax County, returnable to March Term, 1893, thereof, 
against said C. W. Garrett & Co., to vacate said award and recover his 
damages. Wherefore the defendant prays Judgment that said award 
be set aside; that he have credit for said amount of $241.60 and in- 
terest; that said note be declared paid in full; for such other and 
further relief as may be proper, and for costs. 


The plaintiff made replication denying the averments of the answer 
except the 16th, which he replies to in these words: “The plaintiff 
denies the allegations in the sixteenth paragraph of said answer, ex- 
cepting so much of the said allegations which state that the defendant 
requested the arbitrators to examine the account of the defendant 
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with said C. W. Garrett & Co., pointing out various items at the time. 
That during the investigation of the arbitrators the defendant. intro- 
duced evidence, and the plaintiff is informed and believes that the same 
was properly heard and considered by the arbitrators in making up 
their award.” | 


W. W. Jones and F. A. Sondley for plaintiff. 
(855) Jas. H. Merrimon for defendant. 


Monteomnmry, J. (after stating the case as above): At the opening 
of the trial the defendant prepared and asked the court to submit the 
following issues: “Did the arbitrators undertake to decide the law in 
construing the contract between C. W. Garrett & Co. and Paul Garrett, 
and decide said questions of law erroneously? Did the arbitrators pass 
upon and settle all material matters submitted to them ‘for their arbit- 
rament and award? Did the plaintiff, as agent for C. W. Garrett & Co., 
agree with the defendant that if the arbitrators intended to allow the ac- 
count of $241.60, it should be credited on the note sued on?” 

The court refused to give them and submitted the following: “1. 
Was the plaintiff the owner of the note sued on at the date of the 
issuing of the summons in this action? 2. Is the defendant indebted 
to the plaintiff, and if so, in what sum?” The defendant excepted. 

His Honor committed no error in either refusing the defendant's 
issues or in submitting the ones he did. There are only two issuable 
facts raised by the pleadings in this case: (1) Was the plaintiff the 
owner of the bond? (2) Was it still due and unpaid? . 

It has been settled in Hmry v. R. R., 102 N. C., 209, following Me- 
Adoo v. Rh. h., 105 N. C., 140, and a large number of cases 1n which the 
ruling has been affirmed, that it 1s within the sound discretion of the 
trial judge to determine what issues shall be submitted and to frame 
them subject to the restriction, Ist, that only issues of fact raised by 
the pleadings are submitted; 2d, 'that the verdict constitutes a sufficient 
basis for a judgment; 3d, that it does not appear that a party was de- 

barred for want of an additional issue or issues of the oppor- 
(856) tunity to present to the Jury some view of the law arising out 

of the evidence. This has been approved in Bond v. Smith, 106 - 
N. C., 553; Denmark v. R. R., 107 N. C., 185; Blackwell v. R. R., 
11i N. C., 151; Black v. Black, 110 N. C., 398. 

By taking up and passing upon the defendant’s exceptions, a little - 
out of their numerical order, we find that it will be unnecessary to go 
into the first and second exceptions: 

3d Exception. “The defendant then asked his Honor to pass upon 
the point made in the fifteenth paragraph of defendant’s answer, to-wit: 
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‘That said arbitrators endeavored, in the third article of their award, tc 
follow the law in the construction of the contract hereinbefore re- 
ferred to, and the defendant insists, put an erroneous construction 
thereon. Wherefore, such award should be set aside and annulled’; 
and to hold that the arbitrators made a mistake in law and put an 
erroneous construction upon said contract and assessed defendant’s dam- 
ages upon such erroneous construction, and that such award was void.” 

His Honor committed no error in overruling this exception. Looking 
at the face of the award, to which we are confined, so far as this ex- 
ception 1s concerned, we cannot say that the arbitrators intended to de- 
cide the matters embraced in that exception according to law. The 
words “adjudge,” “determine,” “award,” when used by the arbitrators, 
do not necessarily carry with them the idea of a judgment according 
to law. Arbitration, as a means of settling disputed matters, being so 
much favored by the courts, they will be slow to set aside awards 
because it is alleged that the arbitrators have attempted to decide ac- 
cording to law and have “missed it.” The language of the award in 
this case is not stronger than that used by the arbitrators in the case 
of King v. Mfg. Co., 79 N. C., 360, and that award was upheld. Be- 
sides, an award ought not to be set aside unless in cases where the 
decision is plainly and grossly against law—not where the point 
decided might be doubtful. Cleary v. Coor, 2 N. C., 225. (857) 

4th Exception. “That defendant offered to show that plain- . 
tiff agreed with the defendant that if the arbitrators intended to allow 
a credit of $241.60 on account of sour wines, the note should be credited 
with that amount, and that the arbitrators did intend to allow same 
and omitted it by inadvertence; that this was after the note was ex- 
ecuted. Plaintiff objected. sie Honor sustained the opaeee and 
the defendant excepted.” 

We can see no error in his Honor’s overruling this_ scope The 
promise alleged to have been made by the plaintiff was clearly without 
consideration. No benefit could possibly have accrued to the plaintiff— 
but a loss—and the defendant does not pretend that he was put to any 
loss, inconvenience or trouble by reason of the promise. 

sth Exception. “Defendant offered to show that the arbitrators did 
not pass upon all matters submitted to them between C. W. Garrett & 
Co. and Garrett & Co., and between C. W. Garrett & Co. and defen- 
dant. The plaintiff objected. His Honor sustained the objection and 
defendant excepted.” 

6th Exception. “Defendant offered to show that the account for 
sour wine was omitted by the arbitrators from defendant’s credits by 
undue haste and a mere clerical mistake, contrary to the real intentions — 
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of the arbitrators. The plaintiff objected. His Honor sustained the 
objection and defendant excepted.” 

We will consider as one the 5th and 6th exceptions, for the fifth can- 
not be considered if it is disconnected from the sixth, because it is 
too general in its terms and language. It does not point out any 
particular matter which was presented to the arbitrators and which they 

refused to hear as was the case in Walker v. Walker, 60 N. C., p. 
(858) 259, cited by the defendant. But if the 5th exception should be 

considered as another form of exception 6, we then have the 
question presented as to whether a mistake of the arbitrators can be 
set up to defeat, in whole or in part, the award. . We are clear that 
it cannot be. Corruption or partiality are grounds for setting aside 
an award, but not so a mistake, unless the arbitrators have been led 
into that mistake by undue means; or unless they have fallen into the 
mistake by the fraudulent concealment of a party. “A mistake com- 
mitted by an arbitrator is not of itself sufficient ground to set aside 
the award. If an arbitrator makes a mistake, either as to law or fact, 
it is the misfortune of the party, and there is no help for it. There 
is no right of appeal, and the Court has no power to revise the de- 
cisions of “judges who are of the parties’ own choosing.” An award 
is intended to settle the matter in controversy and thus save the ex- 
pense of litigation. If a mistake be a sufficient ground for setting 
aside an award, it opens a door for coming into court in almost every 
case; for in nine cases out of ten some mistake either of law or fact 
may be suggested by the dissatisfied party. Thus the object of refer- 
ences would be defeated and arbitration instead of ending would tend 
to increase litigation. Haston v. Haston, 48 N. C., 98. There was no 
error in his Honor’s overruling these exceptions. 

In thus disposing of the exceptions which we have discussed, it is 
not necessary to pass upon the others. We have given these exceptions 
more consideration probably than they were entitled to because of the 
earnestness and ability with which they were discussed by the counsel 
for both sides; for beyond question, when the defendant, agreeably to 
the award, executed his bond for the amount awarded to C. W. Garrett 
& Co. he could not be heard to say, when sued for the amount, that he 

had executed the bond in ignorance of mistake in the award 

(859) and further ignorance of the power of the Court to revise the 

same. In executing the bond the defendant partially performed 

the award and he is estopped thereby. Bryan v. Jeffreys, 104 N. C., 242. 
No Error. 


Cited: Silvey v. Avley, 118 N. C., 961; Ricks v. Stancill, 119 N. C., 
102; Mayberry v. Mayberry, 121 N. C., 250; Ezzell v. Lumber Co., 


130 N. C., 207; Cowles v. Assurance Soc., 170 N. C., 371. 
504 


N.C.] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 


“ BRowWN v. HOUSE. 


VAN BROWN vy. JOHN HOUSE bt AL. 


Action to Recover Land—Boundaries~-Survey—Course and Distance 
-—Monuments or Natural Objects—Vague Description. 


1. The general rule is that the calling in a grant or déed control in locating 
the land conveyed thereby, subject to the exception that where a natural 
object or monument is called for, and it is susceptible of location, such 
natural object or monument, when located, will control the course and 
distance; but such calls must be both reasonable and certain. 


2. A deed to B, dated 28 March, 1799, granted 10,240 acres, the boundaries 
; beginning at a birch, and “running south 360 chains to a stake supposed 
to be in D’s line; thence with his line east 890 chains to his N. E. corner.” 
The D line was a mile and a quarter from where the calls in the B grant 
gave out. The D grant issued in 1795 was for 60,000 acres, some of its 
boundaries being over 20 miles long. If the lines running south were 
extended to the D line, the B grant would contain about 25,000 acres. 
If it stopped after running 360 chains, the grant would still contain more 
than 10,240 acres, the amount the deed called for: Held, that the calls 
“sunning south 3860 chains to a stake supposed to be in D’s line, thence 
with his line east 390 chains to his northeast corner,” were too vague 
and uneertain to vary the course and distance called nee in the grant. 


AveErRY, J., dissenting. 


Action to recover land, tried before Armfield, J., and a jury, at 
August Term, 1893, of NMeanis6s: 

There was judgment for defendants and plaintiff appealed. The 
material facts, upon which the decision turns, appear in the opin- 
ion of Associate Justice Furches, | (860) 


V. S. Lusk for plaintiff. 
W. W. Jones and H. T. Rumbough for defendants. 


Furcuss, J. This is an action of ejectment brought to this Court 
on appeal of plaintiff. Plaintiff for the purpose of making out his 
title offered in evidence a grant from the State of North Carolina to 
himself issued on 18 June, 1890. And it being admitted by defendant 
that it covered the land in question, and it also being admitted that 
defendant was in possession, plaintiff rested his case. 

The defendant for the purpose of showing that the land claimed by 
plaintiff had been granted prior to the date of plaintiff’s grant, and 
was not the subject of grant in 1890, offered in evidence a grant from 
the State to John Gray Blount and William Stedman, dated 28 March, 
1799, which he claimed covered the land in controversy. The calls of 
this grant are for “ten thousand two hundred and forty acres of iand 


in Bumcombe County on the west side of the French Broad river, 
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beginning at a birch, ash and pine on the west bank of said river op- 
posite the Painted Rock below the Warm Springs, running south 360 
chains to a stake, supposed to be in Stokely Donelson’s line, thence with 
his line east 390 chains to his northeast corner, thence south 275 chains 
to a bunch of dogwood on a branch of Spring Creek near the Puncheon 
Camp, Donelson’s beginning corner, thence east 80 chains, thence 150 
chains to a line of David Allison’s 250,240-acre survey, thence with that 
line north 45 degrees to the French Broad River, thence down the river 

_ with the meanders of the bed of the river and around the line of 
(861) the old patented land on the west side of said river to the begin- 

ning.” - 

The beginning call of this grant on the west bank of the French 
Broad River at the Painted Rock was agreed upon by plaintiff 
and defendant. And it is admitted by defendant that to run south 
from this agreed beginning, three hundred and sixty chains, and then 
east will not include the land covered by plaintiff’s grant. But de- 
fendant claims that the Blount grant, under which he is defending, 
ealls-for the line of the “Stokely Donelson grant,’ which he alleges 
is further south, and that the Stokely Donelson line is the southern 
line of the Blount grant. Under this claim of defendant, the surveyor, 
as it was proper for him to do, extended this south line for one and 
one-fourth mile further than the three hundred and sixty chains called 
for in the Blount grant, to a point that defendant claimed to be the 
“Stokely Donelson” line. And it is admitted by plaintiff that if this 
point, claimed by the defendant to be the Stokely Donelson line, is the 
southern boundary of the Blount grant and thence east, that it does 
cover the land contained in his entry of 1890. 

There was much evidence offered by both sides as to the location of 
the Donelson grant which was for 60,400 acres “issued 28 August, 1875.” 
Defendant’s evidence tended to establish it at the point contended for 
by him. And plaintifi’s evidence tending to show that this line, the 
one contended for by defendant, was not the Stokely Donelson hne. 

There are some exceptions taken to the evidence which we are not 
prepared to approve, as we understand the ruling of the court. But 
as the point does not distinctly appear, and we may not understand 

the point intended to be made, and as a ruling on this point 
(862) in favor of the plaintiff would ‘probably not materially affect a 

new trial, we prefer to put our opinion on a more substantial 
oint. 
i At the close of the evidence the plaintiff asked several special in- 
structions of the court which we will not repeat in full. But in these 
instructions he asked the court to charge that the first call “south 
360 chains to a stake, supposed to be Stokely Donelson’s line, thence 
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with this line east 390 chains to his northeast corner,” was too vague and 
uncertain to vary the course and distance called for in the grant. And 
that the court should so charge the jury and instruct them thai said 
grant stopped at the end of the call for 360 chains, and thence ran 
east. The court refused‘this prayer of plaintiff, and instructed the 
jury “that if they should find that the beginning corner of the Donelson 
grant was at the point designated by the hand at the figure 28, as con- 
tended for by defendant, and that its line had been run out and marked 
and located at the date of Blount’s grant, or that they were susceptible 
of location to a mathematical certainty from the Donelson grant, the 
beginning corner of the Blount grant being admitted, the call of the 
- Blount grant ‘beginning at an ash opposite the Painted Rock, running 
south 360 chains to a stake supposéd to be in Stokely Donelson’s line, 
and then east. with his east line 390 chains to his northeast corner, ete.’ 
(though the distance gave out before the Donelson line was reached by 
the first call), the second call would carry the line to the nearest limit 
in the Stokely Donelson line, and then with that line to the northeast 
corner of Donelson’s grant, if such a line can be found, and if they 
believe from all the evidence that the Stokely Donelson line was the 
line called for in the Blount grant, that the land in controversy was 
covered by the Blount grant, and the plaintiff could not recover. That 
if they should find that the Stokely Donelson grant had been correctly 
located; that 1ts beginning corner was established at the date 
of its issue, and its lines were located or were susceptible of (863) 
location to a mathematical certainty from the grant, and the 
lines of the Stokely Donelson grant were the lines called for in the 
Blount grant, that the law would extend the second call in the Blount 
grant to the line of the Stokely Donelson grant, and then with it to its 
northeast corner, etc. So that at the date of the plaintiff’s entry and 
grant there was no land vacant and open to grant within the said 
boundary, the same having been previously granted to Blount by the 
State.” | 

So then the question is, Were the refusal to give the. instructions 
asked and the charge as given erroneous? If they were, the plaintiff 
is entitled to a new trial. If they were not, then the judgment should 
be affirmed. | | | 

In the early history of this State there were a great many very large 
grants of land obtained by speculators, commonly called speculation- 
grants. As the country did not fill up rapidly, these lands did not 
increase in value rapidly, and but few of these “speculators” derived 
much benefit from such lands. But many of them have floated down 
with the current of time, and are now in the hands of other speculators 


who now hold them under tax-titles or otherwise, purchased for small 
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sums. And as these lands now begin to grow in value and importance, 
we have more and more litigation growing out of these old grants, the 
most of them being located in an almost unsettled rough mountain coun- 
try, the lines of which often extend for miles. Many of them, it is said, 
were never actually surveyed, but a party wanting to make an entry 
would locate a beginning corner and then plot the boundaries, and in the 
language of the court below locate them “with mathematical certainty” 
by simply making a plot of a survey. And it is evident to our minds 
that both the Blount grant and the Donelson grant (some of the lines 

of which were 20 miles long) were located in this way. And 
(864) this may afford some explanation for the Blount grant calling 

for “a stake supposed to be in the Stokely Donelson line”— 
when the Stokely Donelson line is'a mile and a quarter from where 
the ealls in the Blount grant give out, if the Stokely monclsen line is 
where defendant contends it is. 

The general rule is that the calls in a grant or deed control in sealing 
the land granted or conveyed. But this general rule is subject to the 
exception that when a natural object or monument is also called for in 
the deed or grant, susceptible of location, and is identified ‘and located, 
this will control course and distance, as called for in the instrument. 
And the-courts have held that the line of an adjacent tract, if known and 
established at the time of issuing the grant or executing the deed, may 
constitute such natural objeet or monument. 

But this exception is put on the ground that the natural object is 
more certain than course and distance, as these depend upon the correct- 
ness of the compass, the accuracy of the surveyor and the faithfulness 
of the chain-carrier. 

To take the case out of the general rule that course and distance, 
as called for in the conveyance, control, there must be another call 
more certain than course and distance. Then, is the call to a stake 
“supposed to be in Stokely Donelson line” one mile and a quarter from 
where the course and distance called for in the grant give out, more 
certain than course and distance called for? It is manifest from the 
call itself that the party locating this grant did not know where Stokely 
Donelson’s line was. And if he did not know where it was then, but it 
should, a hundred years after the grant was issued, be found that the 

Stokely Donelson line was one mile and a quarter from where the | 
(865) calls of the grant located the grant, can it be reasonably contended 

that this uncertain call “supposed to be in the Stokely Donelson 
line” is more certain than the call “thence south 360 chains to a stake” ? 
This it must be, or the calls of course and distance contained in the 
grant will control. This is the general rule, and the exception must be 
established or the general rule will prevail. 
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Then if there was nothing more in the call than this (a stake sup- 
posed to be in Stokely Donelson’s line) it seems clear’ to us upon the 
“reason of the thing” that this call would not be sufficient to take the 
case out of the general rule, and the course and distance ealled for in 
the grant must prevail. But this is not only so upon the reason of 
the thing, but it has been so held by our Court. Mizzell v. Sim- 
mons, 79 N. C., 182. But the call does not stop with the call for a 
stake “supposed to be in Stokely Donelson’s line,” but it then calls as 
follows “thence with this line east 390 chains to his northeast corner.” 
And it is claimed for the defendant that this call is more certain than 
the other, and carries the south line of the Blount grant to the Donel- 
son line wherever it may be. But we do not assent to this proposition. 
In our opinion, any call to take the case out of the general rule must 
be both reasonable and certain, and we do not think this is either. We 
do not think it reasonable that when the State granted to Blount a 
tract of land commencing on the west side of the river at the Painted 
Rock, thence south 360 chains, it intended that line to extend one and 
a fourth miles further than was called for. And to have this effect the 
call must be to some well known and. well established object, at the time 
of the grant. But as it appears to us, this call depends upon the other 
call “supposed to be in Stokely Donelson’s line” and it is no stronger 
than that call, which, we have seen, is not sufficient. If the Blount 
grant had extended to Stokely Donelson’s line, thence east would have 
necessarily run with Stokely Donelson’s line, as his line was an 
east and west line. But if the grant did not go to the “supposed (866) 
line,” then it did not run east with the “supposed line.” Whether _ 
we get to the Stokely Donelson line or not does not change the calls in 
the Blount grant. It is thence east from wherever the Blount grant 
stops. 

It is not pretended that the defendant ectabuened. or found any corner 
or line of the Stokely Donelson grant, except the beginning corner. 
And the other lines and corners of a 60,400-acre grant are attempted 
to be established by a survey “with mathematical certainty” to control 
the course and distance called for in Blount grant. It is not contended 
that any marked line or monument is found locating the Stokely Donel- 
son line at the point where defendant contends that the Blount grant 
should terminate. We do not think such a mathematical line as this can 
be used to control the positive calls of course and distance contained in 
the Blount grant. Who can tell that there are not errors in the calls 
of course and distance in the Stokely Donelson grant, or in the survey 
made in a rough and almost unbroken forest of a 60,000-acre tract of 
land granted a hundred years ago? | 

The surveyor testified (and his testimony is made part of the judge’s 
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case on appeal) that to survey the Blount grant, as contended for by 
defendant, it weuld contain between 25,000 and 30,000 acres of land; 
and to survey it by the calls and distances in the grant, as contended 
should be done by plaintiff, it will contain more than 10,240 acres (this 
being the amount called for in the grant). 

We are not inadvertent to the fact that, as a general rule, quantity 
of acres called for in the conveyance cannot be invoked to establish 
lines and locate the deed. But it has been held by this Court that. 
“where the boundaries are doubtful it becomes an important element.” 

Cox v. Cox, 91 N. C., 256. We do not think this south boundary 
(867) of the Blount grant doubtful. But if it should be considered so, 

then this question of quantity comes in to sustain the view we 
have taken of_this case. 

We are of the opinion that plaintiff was entitled to the prayer as 
above stated and there was error in the court’s refusing to give the 
same, and there is also error in the charge as given. The plaintiff is. 
entitled to a new trial and it is so ordered. 

New Trial. 


Avery, J. (dissenting): It was conceded that the call from a known 
beginning “running south 360 chains to a stake supposed to be in Stokely 
Donelson’s line” would not control course and distance under 
the ruling in Mizzell v. Simmons, 79 N. C., 182, even where the location 
of the line called for was unquestioned and no difficulty would arise 
about the point where an extended line would intersect with the “Stokely 
Denelson line,’ but the question presented by the appeal is whether 
the judge erred when he refused to charge the jury that the two calls 
“south 860 chains to a stake, supposed to be in Stokely Donelson’s 
line, thence with his line 390 chains to his northeast corner, were too 
vague and uncertain to vary the course and distance called for in the 
grant,” though the defendant offered evidence “tending to show the 
location of the Donelson line as contended for my him,” viz., where 
he contended the extended line intersected. 

The court instructed the jury in substance that if the Stokely Don- 
elson line could be ascertained with “mathematical certainty,’ the 
first call taken in connection with the second would be construed so as 
to give effect to all of the descriptive words and would extend the 
first line to the Donelson line and run with it the distance called for. 

If the first call had been for stake “in” Stokely Donelson’s 
(868) line and that line had been at the time of taking out the grant 
“an established line or capable of. being then established,” then, 
upon the authority of Mizzell v. Simmons, 79 N. C., 187, and Carson v. 
Blount, there cited, it would have been competent, ‘by a survey of the 
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Donelson grant, to establish the line called for and then extend the 
first line till it should intersect with it. This would be done upon the 
fundamental maxim, that the law regards as certain whatever can be 
made certain with the data available for the purpose. The opinion 
delivered by Justice Bynum, in Mizzell’s case, that a line which was 
capable of being established would control distance as effectually as 
one actually marked, finds support in a long line of decisions. Judge 
Pearson in Corn v. McCrary, 48 N. C., 496, said of a similar line: “It 
makes no difference whether it is a marked or an unmarked or mathe- 
matical line, at it is termed in the ease, provided it be the line which 
is called for.” In the same opinion he defines a mathematical line as 
one not marked, but ascertained by running the call from one known 
corner to another. It is admitted that there was evidence tending to 
show the location of the Donelson line, that would have been inter- 
sected by extending the first call. The same learned Justice, in Gray- 
beal v. Powers, 76 N. C., 66, announces the doctrine distinctly that 
whenever a line of another tract (whether a marked or mathematical 
line) is called for, course must be disregarded, if the jury find that the 
evidence is sufficient to locate the line mentioned. 

It being conceded then that there was testimony tending to locate dies 
line mathematically, it follows upon the authorities cited above that 
distance must be disregarded, if the jury think it established mathe- 
matically by running between two known corners, just as if there had 
been additional evidence that it was marked. If there is any established 
rule of construction which would require that the second line. 
should be run direct to the Donelson line, if the jury considered (869) 
the evidence sufficient to locate it, the judge did not err in his 
instruction to the jury that if they found from the evidence that the 
Donelson line had been run out and marked and located, or that it 
“was susceptible of being located to a mathematical certainty,’ then 
the second call would be run to, and then with that line according to the 
call. If the Donelson line could be ascertained with mathematical 
certainty (that being.a question for the jury when the testimony was 
conflicting) the call “thence with his (Donelson’s) line” would be ac- 
cording to all of the authorities, more certain than the other description 
“east 390 chains to his nOreheast eorner.’”’ But it is a familiar and 
well established rule that in cases, like this the line must be run so as to 
fulfill both descriptions as near as possible. Buckner v. Anderson, 111 
N..C., 572; Shaffer. v. Hahn, ib., 1; Proctor v. Rowe, 15 N. C., 670; 
Shultz v. Young, 25 N. C., 385. “It is a leading rule in the construc- 
tion of all instruments (said Judge Gaston in Shultz v. Young, supra), 
that effect should be given to every part thereof, and in expounding the 
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description in a deed or grant of the subject matter thereof they ought 
. to be reconciled if possible and as far as possible. If they cannot stand 
together each of them is to be considered as declaring the intent of the 
parties. The lines of other tracts may be as notorious and certain as 
any natural object, and by making one of these lines a part of the de- 
scription of the thing granted, the parties represent 1t as a known line 
by which the certainty of the thing granted is defined.” Upon the prin- 
ciple stated, the Court held in that case that in order to fulfill the whole 
of a description from a certain point “south with A B’s line 310 poles 
to C D’s corner,” where the direction of C D’s corner was at right angles . 
| with that of A B’s line, it was proper.to run the distance called 
(870) for 310 poles with A B’s line, and thence direct to C B’s corner. 

Our case presents the question whether precisely the same leading 
‘purpose of the following two descriptions, whether they can be recon- 
eiled, would not, as the judge told the jury, extend the distance so as to 
reach the Donelson line, if in the opinion of the jury it was properly 
located, and meet the description fully by running with 1¢ to the objec- 
tive point called for. In this way, the three purposes of the grantor, to 
run with a certain line, to run a certain distance, and to reach a given 
object would all be carried out. Among the older cases which recognize 
the doctrine of diverging from a course so as to run with a natural 
boundary and return by the most direct route to a known objective point, 
is that of Cherry v. Slade, 7 N. C., 82, and among the later cases that of 
Long v. Long, 73 N. C., 370. 

The principle which governs this case was recognized by both par- 
ties in Buckner v. Anderson, supra, but the controversy grew out of the 
difference as to its proposed application. Upon looking into the facts, 
it is manifest that the ruling in that case sustained the instruction ex- 
cepted to in this. — 

I do not think that the Court can take judicial cognizance of the 
history of land grants, certainly outside of what appears in the judicial 
annals of the State. But even the judicial history indicates that the 
original grantee, under whom the defendant claims, obtained patents 
for large bodies of land covering a considerable portion of many coun- 
ties, notably Yancey, Madison, Buncombe and Haywood, and that a 
-jJarge number of small land owners trace their titles to that source. I 
cannot concur in speaking disparagingly of any title acquired in a way 
that the law pronounces legitimate. Proprietors of large bodies of 

territory and owners of small homesteads should feel that they 
(871) meet with equal favor before the courts, and even claimants 
under tax titles, which will rarely. if ever be found valid where 
they were executed before the passage of the statute regulating the sale 
of land for taxes, which is now in force, are entitled to the full pro- 
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tection afforded by the laws. It is true that nearly all of the surveys 
made a hundred years ago, whether for large or small tracts, covered 
rar greater acreage than they purported to include, and many grants for 
small tracts embraced within their limits proportionately as great an 
excess over the acreage called for as the large grant offered in this case 
would cover, if surveyed according to the contention of the defendant. 
We cannot riake a rule for large tracts without disturbing the princi- 
ples under which the boundaries of smaller ones have by common con- 
sent been settled. 


Cited: sg. c., 118 N. C., 870; Peebles v. Graham, 128 N. 0, 227 ; 
Whitaker v. Cover, 140 N. C., 281; Lumber Co. v: Hutton, 152 N. C., 
642; 8. ¢., 159 N.C., 450; Dunn v. Clerk’s Office, 176 N. C., 51. 


(872) 
J. "H. SMITH v. ARTHUR, COFFIN & CO. 


Costs—Surety on Prosecution Bond—Agreement of. Parties as to 
Costs Not Binding on Surety—A ppeal—Practice. 

: \ 

1. A surety on plaintiff’s prosecution bond is liable ‘only for such costs as 
defendant shall recover of the plaintiff in the action and As not Hable 
for any part of the plaintiff’s costs. 

2. Where the plaintiff in an action obtained judgment against the defendant 
for a-certain amount and costs, but execution was stayed and the action 
retained until a counterclaim raised by the defendant could be disposed 
of, and a compromise of such counterclaim was agreed upon between the 
parties whereby plaintiff’s judgment was reduced and he consented to pay 
costs: Held, that such agreement was not binding on the surety on the 
prosecution bond, and he is not Hable for any of the costs of the action. 

38. Though a surety on a prosecution bond is not a party to the action, yet, 
when he is made a party to a proceeding to tax the costs” in a case, he 
may appeal from the order allowing the motion to retax. 


~ 


Morton to retax the costs in an action, heard before Shuford, J., at 
Fall Term, 1894, of Swain. The facts appear in the opinion | of As- 
sociate J nistice Furches. 


J. W. Cooper for R. G. Cooper. — 
Fry & Newby contra. 


‘Fourcuss, J. On 12 July, 1889, plaintiff brought suit against defen- 
dants, returnable to Fall Term of Swain Superior Court. In this action 
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R. L. Cooper became plaintiff’s surety for the prosecution of hig suit. 
Plaintiff filed his complaint and defendants filed their answer in which 
they set up a counterclaim to plaintiff’s action. At Fall Term, 1891, 
plaintiff recovered judgment against defendants for the sum of $2,445, 
and cost of action. 

But this trial did not dispose of defendants’ counterclaim and the 
case was retained on the docket until that could be disposed of, and ex- 
ecution of plaintiff’s judgment was stayed until that was done. After- 
wards (but it does not appear at what time) plaintiff and defendants 
agreed to refer the matters involved in defendants’ counterclaim to 
Mr. Newby. But it does not appear that he ever took the account. 

Sometime after this plaintiff and defendants agreed upon terms of 
compromise as to defendants’ counterclaim in which defendants were 
to pay into court the sum of $1,650, and to release any further claim 

they might have on account of said counterclaim, and: plaintiff 
(873) agreed to accept the $1,650 in full satisfaction of his said judg- 

ment and plaintiff also agreed in this compromise to pay all 
unpaid cost. 

It appears from the findings of the judge at Fall Term, 1894, that 
there remains $29.20 due Jenkins and Franks as witnesses, a 895 al- 
lowed Mr. Newby as referee, still unpaid. The sum agreed upon— 
$1,650—was paid aa court, but at what time this was done does not 
appear. 

The matter stood thie way until Fall Term, 1894, when defendants 
made a motion to retax the cost that had been taxed against defendants 
under the judgment of 1891, and to tax them against the plaintiff and 
the said R. L. Cooper, his surety on the prosecution bond. This motion 
was resisted by Cooper, but allowed by the court, and judgment being 
so entered against said Cooper he appealed to this Court. Then, leaving 
out of view the question of time (the motion being made more than one 
year after the judgment at Fall Term, 1891), can the judgment of the 
court appealed from be sustained ? 

Section 209 of The Code requires that, before a clerk shall issue a 
summons, he shall take from the plaintiff a bond in the sum of $200, 
upon condition “that the same shall be void if the plaintiff shall pay the 
Sans all such cost as the defendant shall recover o him, in the 
action.” 

In contemplation of law, the parties pay the cost of litigation as 
the action proceeds, and this bond is given, it is true, entirely for the 
benefit of defendants. The surety is not bound for plaintiff’s cost. 
Hallman v. Dellinger, 84 N. C., 1. 

But the condition of the bond is to pay the defendant such cost as he 
shall recover of plaintiff “in the action.” Then, if defendants did not 
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recover of plaintiff any cost “in the action,” the surety is not bound. 
And we see that in this case the plaintiff recovered of defendants $2,445, 
and the cost of action. This amount, it is true, was reduced to $1,650, ° 
by way of compromise and agreement of the parties, in which 
agreement the plaintiff agreed to pay certain costs. And as he (874) 
agreed to do so, he ought to pay it. But this agreement to pay 

this cost does not bind Cooper. He was no party to this agreement. 
The defendant did not recover this cost in the action and Cooper is 
not bound for any cost except such as defendants “recovered in this 
action,” and he recovered none. | 

Avorneys for defendants contend in their brief that this is a matter 
of discretion in the court below from which there is no appeal, and 
cite as authority for this position the case of 8. v. Massey, 104 N. C., 
877. But that case is under section 733 of The Code and has no appli- 
cation to this case, and can in no way be authority for the position 

taken. 

It is also contended in the brief that no notice of appeal was given, 
and that the case on appeal was not served within ten days. But the 
facts, as they appear from the record, are otherwise. | 

Tt is also contended in the brief that we are bound by the facts found 
by the court below. We recognize this as the law, and decide the law — 
_of the case upon the facts as we find them in the record. 

Cooper, though not a party to the original action, was made a party 
to this proceeding, and had a right to appeal. We ‘therefore hold that 
Cooper 1 is not hable for this cost and that the judgment appealed from 
is erroneous. 

Error. 


Cited: Dale v. Presnell, 119 N. C., 493. 


(875) 
G. B. CARDEN y. W. R. McCONNELL. 


Action for Damages—Slander of Title—Parol Evidence of Written 
Contract, When Admissible. | 


1, The rule that parol evidence cannot be allowed as to the contents of a 

' written instrument applies only in actions between parties to the writing 
and where its enforcement is the gravamen or substantial cause of the. 
action. 

2. Where, in an action for slander of plaintiff's title, it was alleged that the 
defendant had, by misrepresentations as, to his title, prevented the carry- 
ing out of a written contract for the sale of the land between plaintiff 
and another, parol evidence as to the contents of such writing was admis- 
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sible, such. ebnbenet being collateral to the gravamen of the charge and 
material only as to the measure of damages. 


Action, tried before Shuford, J., and a jury, at Fall Term, 1894, of 
Cray. From a judgment, on a verdict for defendant, plaintiff appealed. 
The facts appear in the opinion of Associate Justice Furches. 


G. B. Carden for plaintiff. 
J. B. Batchelor for defendant. 


Furcues, J. This is an action by plaintiff to recover damages for 
slander of his title to land. Plaintiff offered in evidence a deed from 
T. M. Ledford and wife to himself, and was then introduced to prove 
a sale of the land to one Isbell, and on stating that the sale was in 
writing the defendant objected to his speaking of the contents of the 
paper writing, and the objection was sustained. Plaintiff then intro- 
duced Isbell, who testified that he took the paper writing and assigned 
it to one Hoffman, of Detroit, Michigan. Plaintiff then offered to 

prove the contents of the paper writing. Defendant objected 
(876) and the objection was sustained. Plaintiff excepted to his 

Honor’s ruling and submitted to a nonsuit and appealed. 
It is a well settled principle of the law of evidence that where a trans- 
action takes place between parties, which is reduced to writing and 
signed by them (or it may be otherwise assented to by them), and an 
action is brought to enforce this transaction, the written evidence must 
be produced or accounted for before other evidence is admissible as to 
the transaction. This rule is put upon the ground that the parties have 
agreed that the writing shall be the evidence of their contract or trans- 
action. This learning is too familiar to call for citations to support it. 

But this rule only obtains in actions between parties to the written 
evidence of the contract and where its enforcement is the gravamen— 
the grievance complained of—the substantial cause of the action. Bur- 
ril’s Dictionary, 568; 1 Greenleaf Evidence, 366. This action is not 
between the same parties who made the written contract to sell the 
land. That was between the plaintiff and Isbell, and this action 
is between the plaintiff Carden and the defendant McConnell. 
The defendant McConnell is no party to this writing, and is in 
no way bound by it. And as he is not bound by it, as between him and 
the plaintiff, the plaintiff is not bound by it. If it binds one, it binds 
the other. And as it does not bind defendant, it does not bind the plain- 
tiff. Reynolds v. Magness, 24 N. C., 26. But this action is not brought 
upon this written contract between the plaintiff and Isbell. It is brought 
against the defendant upon the allegation that he had falsely claimed, 
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to the party to whom plaintiff was about to sell his land, that he (the 
defendant) was the owner of one-half of the mineral interest in the 
same, and plaintiff’s title was not good, and that defendant by this 
means had prevented him from making the sale. This false representa- 
tion is what the plaintiff complains of. This is the gravamen— 

the grievance. Burrill’s Dictionary, supra. The sale to Isbell (877) 
and the writing which was the evidence of that transaction, as 
between plaintiff and Isbell, is collateral to the gravamen—the issue—in > 
this action, and is only material as to the measure of damage to which 
plaintiff would be entitled, if he sustains the issue as to the slan- — 
der—the alleged grievance he has .against defendant. This paper 
then being collateral to the issue—the grievance complained of—its 
contents may be shown without producing the paper. Reynolds v. Mag- 
ness, supra; Pollock v. Wilcox, 68 N. C., 46; Welson v. Derr, 69 N.C, 
137; 8S. v. Wilkerson, 98 N. C., 696. There was error in sustaining 
defendant’s objection to the testimony. | 

New Trial. | 


Cited: Archer v. Hooper, 119 N. C., 582; 8. v. Sharp, 125 N. C., 631; 
Belding v. Archer, 181 N. C., 317; Ledford v. Emerson, 1388 N. C., 508; 
Holloman v. R. R., 172 N. C., 875; Hall v. Giessell, 179 N. C., 659. 


(878) 


W. H. ROWLAND y. OLD DOMINION BUILDING AND LOAN 
ASSOCIATION ET AL. 


Building and Loan Association—Contract-—U sury—For eclosure of 
_ Mortgage—Umform Laws. 


1. A contract, by which the stock, taken out by a borrower and assigned to 
the association, when the mortgage is executed, is forfeited to the associa- 
tion on default, without allowance of credit on the mortgage for the pay- 
ments made on the stock, is unconscionable, and, though upheld by the 
laws of the association’s own state, will not be enforced in North Carolina. 


2. When the foreclosure has realized enough to pay the sum borrowed, with 
interest at the rate stipulated on the face of the mortgage, and expenses, 
and the association has allowed nothing for payments made by the bor- 
rower on his stock, which he assigned to the association when he made 
the mortgage, such assignment is to be treated as merely a pledge of addi- 
tional security for the loan, and the borrower is entitled to a return of 
the stock. 

3. Laws must be consistent with each othee and uniform in their bearing upon 
all the people of the State; and, inasmuch as the general law fixes the 
rate of interest at six per cent per annum, no law of the General Assembly 
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can be allowed to alter or change the general law in this respect. Hence, 

chapter 444, Laws 1895, amendatory of chapter 7, vol. 2, of The. Code, 
has not the effect of allowing a charge by building and loan associations 
of a greater rate than six per cent per annum on loans. 


Pxtrtion to rehear case reported in 115 N. C., 825. 


Monteomery, J. The matter before the Court arises upon an appli- 
‘gation to rehear the case of Rowland v. B. & L. Association, 115 N. C., 
825. We have given each and all of the grounds specified in the 
application a thorough and careful examination. Indeed, we have 
gone over the whole case, as it appears in the record, and as it 
was presented to the Court; and we have considered anew the opinion 
of the Court, in-all its bearings. In addition, we have also thought over 
the effect and the meaning of the act of 1893 and that of 1895, amen- 
datory of chapter 7, vol. 2, of The Code (Building & Loan Associations). 

We were urged in the last argument, by counsel for the defendants, to 
regard these acts as interpreting the original one and as confirming 
the power of these corporations to charge, for money loaned by them, 
amounts under the names of “dues,” “‘fines,” “fees,” in addition to the 
rate of interest allowed by law. If this be conceded to be the intention 
of the law-making power, it does not follow necessarily that this Court 
will, in construing these statutes, give effect to such intention. Laws 
must be consistent with each other and uniform in their bearing upon 
all the people of the State. The courts cannot, and must not, in their 
interpretation of the law, violate this principle. “No man or set of 
men are entitled to exclusive or separate emoluments or privileges from 

the community, but in consideration of public services.” Const., 
(879) Art. I, sec. 7. We have a general law fixing the rate of interest 

at six per cent per annum, and no act of the general assembly 
can be allowed to alter or change the general law in this respect. 

We reiterate what this Court said in the case of Mills v. B. & L. 
Association, 75 N. C., 292: “We know of no device or cover by which 
these associations can take from those who borrow their money more 
than the legal rate of interest, without incurring the penalties of our 
usury laws. Calling the borrower ‘a partner,’ or substituting ‘redeeming’ 
for ‘ending,’ or ‘premium’ or ‘bonus’ for an amount which they profess 
to have advanced, and yet withhold; or ‘dues’ for ‘interest,’ or any like 
subterfuges, will not avail. We look at the substance.” And, too, where 
the State undertakes to make such special grants to special interests, 
we must adopt the meaning most favorable to the grantor, “for,” as 
Chief Justice Pearson said in the case of Rk. R. v. Reid, 64 N. C., 158, 
‘i¢ is known that in obtaining charters, although the sovereign is pre- 
sumed to use the words, in point of fact the bills are drafted by individ- 
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uals seeking to procure the grant, and that the ‘promoters,’ as they are 
styled in England, or the ‘lobby members,’ as they are styled 
on this side of the Atlantic, have the charters or acts of incorporation 
drafted to suit their own purposes; and a matter of this kind, instead of 
being, in its strict sense, a contract, is more like the act of an indulgent 
head of a family dispensing favors to its different members, and yielding 
to importunity.” 

If corporations combining the capital of individuals are allowed to 
charge more than the legal rate of interest, by imposing fines and penal- 
ties upon those who borrow from them, on their failure to meet their 
obligations, the general law regulating interest will be defeated, and our 
legitimate banking institutions and private capitalists, who lend money 
on interest, will be greatly prejudiced in their rights, unless they 
resolve themselves into building and loan associations, and thus (880) 
make a dead letter of our usury laws. 

Counsel for the defendants called our attention to the magnitude of 
the business and the immense amount of capital of these associations, 
their aggregated capital doubling many times the combined capital 
of all the national banks of the country. This is a strong reason, to our 
minds, why the power of these corporations should be watched with a 
jealous eye. Justice Reade, in delivering the opinion in Mill’s case, 
supra, well said: “They are numerous and influential. They influence 
legislation. By their liberal advertising, they influence the press. And 
even the courts may be insensibly affected.” The enormous profits which 
the defendant association derives in the conduct of its business, as set 
forth in their by-laws, and as demonstrated in the opinion in this case 
delivered by Justice Burwell, make it clear that the laws should not 

grant them such favors as they claim from the State. 
In conclusion we are satisfied that the unanimous decision of this 
Court, Rowland v. B. & L. Association, 115 N. C., 825, is sound in all 
respects, and is the law of the land. | 

Upon the application for the rehearing of this case, Justice 
Burwell discovered that the Court had overlooked a credit of $130, 
a part of the money paid by defendant Noell, which the plaintiff had 
given to Noell. The following is the language of Judge Burwell upon 
‘discovering the oversight: “In the statement of the account made by 
the referee occurs this item: ‘By cash paid on loan, $130.’ In the 
petition for a rehearing it is stated that this credit was placed on the | 
account. as the value of the stock and that we overlooked that fact. This 
is true. If, therefore, the assignee, Pittman, is declared to be the owner 
of the stock, this credit should be atriouen from the account; for, as 
we have held, the defendant association is entitled to have all 
that it loaned Noell with six per cent interest thereon. Indeed, (881) 
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its counsel states that it asks no more. The proceeds of the sale of the 
mortgaged property are sufficient, it appears, for that; and therefore 
there is no necessity, in order to satisfy the association’s claim, that pay- 
ments on stock should be applied on the debt. Hence we may, without 
encroachment on the rights of the building and loan association, direct 
that it be paid in full out of the proceeds of sale, and thus leave the 
stock for him to whom Noell assigned it, the defendant Pittman. The 
property in court consists of the proceeds of sale and the stock. Under 
the circumstances, it is but just and proper that the mortgaged loan 
(and we hold it to be) should be paid out of the first, the proceeds of the - 
sale. This will produce an equitable result.” The petition to rehear 
is therefore dismissed, and the former Judgment modified in respect to 
the $130 credit. 


Avzry, J., dissents. 


Cited: Strauss v. B. & L. Asso., 117 N. C., 314; Rowland v. B. & L. 
Asso., 118 N. C., 78; Smith v. B. & L. Asso., 119 N. C., 259. 


(882) | 
J. S. MERONEY, Jr., v. ATLANTA BUILDING AND LOAN ASSOCIATION. 


Action to Enjoin Foreclosure of Mortgage—Building and Loan Asso- 
ciateon—Usurious Contract—Conflict of Laws—Lex Loci Contracti— 
Lex Loci Solutions. 


1. Where a loan was made by a building and loan association of Georgia to 
a citizen of this State, on application to and through a branch agency of 
such association located in this State, and managed by a local treasurer 
and collector in this State, to whom payments were to be made and who 
received commissions on his collections, and gave fidelity bond to the 
association: Held, that the rights and liabilities of the parties under the 
eontract (though the latter recited that it was solvable in the other state) 
must be determined by the laws of this State and not by the laws of the 
other state—it being the evident intent of the parties that the debt should 
be discharged by payments to the local treasurer in this State. 

2. In the enforcement of a mortgage on land, the usury law of the state in 

- which the land is will govern, the security having been given for money 
to be used in the state, though payment of the loan in another state was 
provided. 

3, A foreign building and loan association, having some of the features of the 
puilding and loan associations. organized under the laws of North Caro- 
lina, but having, in addition, power to raise funds by issuing interest- and 
dividend-bearing stock, to buy and sell property, in general, and to act 


520 


N.C. FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 
 MerrRoneEyY v. B. AND L. ASSN. 


as agent and trustee for the investment and management of funds, is not 
entitled to exercise the special powers and privileges of such local organi- 
zations. : | 

4. The transaction between a quasi building and loan association and its bor- 
rowing stockholder is simply a loan, and is usurious, where he is liable 
under certain circumstances to pay more than the amount loaned and 
legal interest. 

5 On an accounting between a quasi building and loan association and its © 

borrowing stockholder, he should be charged with all he received, with 
legal interest thereon, and should be credited with entrance fee, stock 
dues, premiums, and interest on payments in advance of legal interest, 
and should not be charged with fines for noncompliance with provisions 
as to payment of premiums. 


6. Act 9 Mareh, 1895, restricting, in its first section, building and loan associa-_ 

| tions to six per cent interest, if held to allow greater interest by the pro- 
vision of a subsequent section authorizing them to charge costs, expenses, 
interest, premiums, and fines, is repealed by act 18 March, 1895, prohibit- 
ing any one, without exception, to exact more than six per cent for the 
loan of money. 


(883) 


Action to enjoin the foreclosure of a mortgage and for an accounting, 
heard before Armfield, J., at Fall Term, 1893, of Cuzroxrnr. There 
was judgment for the plaintiff and defendant appealed. The facts 
appear in the opinion written by Justice Burwell before the expiration 
of his term of office, and adopted in full by the Court. 


J. W. & H. L. Cooper for plaintrff. 
J. W. Hinsdale for defendant. 


Crarx, J. The following full and convincing opinion prepared by 
Justice Burwell as last term is adopted by the Court: 

“The question between these parties is, What sum is legally due to 
the corporation, called The Atlanta National Building & Loan Asso- 
ciation, from the plaintiff on account of a loan of $300, made by it to 
him on 11 September, 1890, the payment of which was secured by a 
deed in trust made by the plaintiff and his wife to the defendant Gold- 
smith, by which they conveyed to him, as trustee, a certain town lot in 
Murphy, Cherokee County ? | 

‘What the defendant corporation contends for as its dues under its 
contract with the plaintiff, is clearly set out in the letter of its able 
counsel, which has been made by it a part of its answer. This letter is 
dated 10 March, 1892, is addressed to the plaintiff, and after telling 
him the writer is instructed ‘to foreclose said deed of trust,’ gives 
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(884) him ‘an opportunity to settle’ without a sale of his property, as 

follows: ‘You were a subscriber to five shares of the common 
stock, class “B,” of said Association, upon which you have paid the dues 
of sixty cents per month on each share from March, 1890, to January, 
1891, inclusive, eleven months, at $3 per month, $33. See By-Law 
No. 3. On 11 September, 1890, you borrowed $300 from the Associa- 
tion and made your note and deed of trust to secure the same according 
to the charter and by-laws of the company. By this contract you agreed 
to pay the Association, in addition to the dues or monthly installments 
upon your stock which you contracted to pay upon becoming a stock- 
holder, the sum of $3 per month as interest and premium on said ad- 
vance until the stock should reach its par value; and you stipulated 
that if you failed to pay promptly, when due and payable, the said 
monthly interest or premium, fines and monthly payments on said stock 
for a period of three months after the same became due or any install- 
ment thereof became due, then at the option of the said Association 
the whole indebtedness should at once become due and collectible. You 
owe interest and premium for the same time according to your contract 
—$3 per month for 14 months, $42. The Association has exercised its 
option and now requests due payment of the whole indebtedness. You 
owe under your contract of subscriptions to five shares of stock, dues 
February, 1891, to March, 1892, sixty cents per share per month, for 14 
months at $3 per month, $42. You lkewise owe-for 14 months at ten 
cents a share per month, or fifty cents per month for 14 months, $7. See 
By-Laws, No. 8. This makes a total of $91 to be added to the principal 
of your note, $300, which makes a total of $391. By-Law 22, paragraph 
22, provides: “After a member has made not less than eleven successive 
monthly payments of dues, exclusive of the admission or entrance fee, 

provided he has paid dues for every month up to the date of with- 
(885) drawal and all fines or other charges against him, he may with- 
| draw the amount of dues paid by him, less that part of the same 
apportioned to the expense fund,” as prescribed in By-Law No. 25, with 
interest at six per cent per annum for the average time on the amount 
withdrawable. Paragraph 4 of the same by-law provides: “No with- 
drawal of shares which are in arrears will be allowed until such arrears 
with all fines and other charges have been paid; payment of dues must 
be continued until the month of actual withdrawal; the admission or 
entrance fee and the ten cents per share per month appropriated to the 
expense fund cannot be withdrawn. Sixty days’ notice in writing to be 
signed by the shareholder is required for all withdrawals. A withdrawal 
fee of $3 must be paid on each certificate. Each notice to withdraw will 
have attention in order in which it is received. Dues are the monthly 
installments paid on shares and do not include the admission or entrance 
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fee of one dollar per share.” By-Law 25 provides: “There shall be 
retained and reserved from the monthly dues paid on the shares the 
sum of ter cents per month per share for the payment of expenses, to 
be known as the expense fund. The excess over and above expenses to | 
go to the profit account.” In this settlement the company will concede 
to you the withdrawal value of your shares as if you were not in ar- 
rears. Your dues on stock from March, 1890, to March, 1892, as $3 per. 
menth, would be $75, less expense fund ten cents a share, fifty cents a 
month, for 25 months, $12—leaving due $62.50. Add interest at six per 
cent for average time, twelve months and a half, $3.40--making $65.90, 
less withdrawal fee $3—leaving $62.90. So deducting from $391 the 
credit of $62.90, we have $328.10 as the amount which the Association 
is now claiming to be due by you. If the same shall be paid without 
soreclosure you will be relieved of the additional expense of 10 per cent 
of $32.10, attorney’s fee and expense of sale. Unless you shall 
at once pay to me the amount due by you to said Association, I (886) 
shall under my instructions proceed to foreclose the deed of trust 
according to law. I will call your attention to the fact that this con- 
tract is solvable in Georgia and is made with reference to its laws. The 
courts of Georgia have decided such a contract to be valid and binding.’ 
“The defendant: is organized under the laws of the State of Georgia 
and an examination of its charter, a copy of which is filed with the 
brief of its counsel, discloses the fact that the scopé of its power is very 
extensive. ‘The object of said Association,’ it is said, ‘shall be pecun- 
iary profit for its stockholders, to encourage the savings of small sums 
of money, to aid persons of limited means in obtaining homes, the ac- 
cumulation of a fund which shall be paid in monthly installments by its _ 
stockholders, and lending the same on. real estate, personal or other ac- 
ceptable security to members of said association or to persons not mem- 
bers thereof or to corporations, and to take and hold deeds, mortgages, 
executions or other liens, or personal security therefor, to sell, assign, 
transter or otherwise dispose of all such securities or any part thereof ; 
to make, issue and sell bonds or other obligations based on the security 
and property held by the association; to buy, sell, own and deal in any 
real or personal property; to improve any such real estate by erecting 
- buildings, machinery or other appliances for increasing the value thereof, 
to lease or rent the same, and to sell the same for cash or on install- 
ments; also to act as agent or trustee for the investment and manage- 
ment of funds for persons, corporations, administrators, executors, guard- | 
ians and trustees. To carry out all of which objects, as well as to do any 
and all other acts or things necessary and lawful in the prosecution and 
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(887) gue ed of said business. and businesses, petitioners pray 
to be invested with full power and authority.’ 

“And by its charter it is given full power and authority to carry out 
all these objects of its organization. 

“Now, if we leave out of our consideration, for the present, all ques- 
tions about the alleged special powers and privileges of this corporation, 
and all questions that pertain to the intricacies of the business of build- 
ing and loan associations, and the application of payments made by Me 
borrower from such an association on stock in liquidating his indebted- 
ness, we have here a loan of money made by a foreign corporation to a 
citizen of this State and secured by mortgage on land in this State, at - 
a rate that is plainly usurious under the law here, 12 per ‘cent (six per | 
cent as interest and fifty cents per month as premium) and an insistence 
by the foreign lender that, because it is stipulated im the contract that 
it is ‘solvable’ in the foreign state and is made with reference to its 
laws, and those laws allow the taking by it of that rate of interest 
for the loan of money, the courts of this State are bound to enforce such 
a contract by a decree of foreclosure. oe 

“The proposition challenges careful attention. It is important that 
foreign capital invested within our borders shall have, to the very 
utmost, its just dues, and that it shall find our courts ready now, as they 
have always been, to protect its interest and enforce all its lawful rights. 
But it is important also that the settled policy of the State should be 
upheld by its courts, and that schemes which to them seem manifestly 
adopted merely to evade its usury laws should not be allowed to bring 
about a virtual abrogation of those statutes. 

“Tf a foreign bank or other lender of money may establish local 
branches or offices in this State, and through its agents solicit and take 

application for loans on mortgages of land here to be sent to the 
(888) home office, to be passed upon and allowed there, and if, because 

of such arrangement, and the insertion of a statement, put in the 
note or mortgage that the contract is ‘solvable’ in the foreign jurisdiction, 
and is made ‘with reference to its laws,’ the courts of this State are 
required to enforce such contracts, and decree a foreclosure of the mort- 
gage and a sale of the land, that the foreign usurer may have his usury, 
then surely will it have come to pass that it is no longer true that there 
is no ‘cover or device,’ by which the wholesome restraints put upon the 
money lenders by our statutes may be escaped. 

“Upon this subject there is in Martin v. Johnson, 84 Ga., 481, a most 
emphatic declaration from the highest court of the state that is the 
domicile of the defendant corporation. A loan of money had been made 
by a citizen of Massachusetts through an agent in Georgia to a citizen 
of the latter state, secured by mortgage on land there but payable in 
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the former state. It was contended that the rights of the mortgagee 
were not to be governed by the laws of Georgia in respect to usury be- 
cause the note was payable in Massachusetts. The Court said: “If this 
Court should hold that a note made in this State but payable in the State 
of Massachusetts for money advanced by the agent of a person who re- 
sides in Massachusetts could be collected notwithstanding it contained 
sixteen per cent usurious and unlawful interest, then the law of this State 
as to usury would be inoperative and useless; the money lenders of those 
‘states that have no usury laws but which allow to be collected any rate 
of interest contracted for, could flood this State with their agents and 
by the loan of money exact the highest rate of interest, even a hundred 
per cent.’ 

“It seems, therefore, that the principle for which the ee cor- 
poration contends is denied in the courts of its own domicile—that a 
foreign money lender, loaning money in Georgia on mortgage 
on Georgia land, must be content in a foreclosure proceeding to (889) 
have the amount due determined by Georgia law. 

“The reasons that support the rule there are valid here. The rules 
of comity require us to allow foreign corporations a standing in our 
courts to enforce the valid contracts they may have made with our citi- 
zens, and all such liens upon property situated within this State as they 
ee lawfully acquired. But that comity does not require that we 
should allow foreign corporations to enforce contracts here if such 
enforcement would be in conflict with our laws, and, being thus in con- 
flict, the enforcement thereof would work against our own citizens, and 
give to the foreigner an advantage which the resident has not. Walters 
v. Whitlock, 9 Fla., 86 (76 Am. Dec., 607). Much less does it require 
that we should allow a Georgia corporation to enforce a mortgage loan 
which is illegal and void by our laws (Ward v. Sugg, 113 N. C., 489) 
while in that state the rule is as stated in Martin v. Johnson, supra. 

“It is well settled, so well settled that authorities need not be cited, 
that a purely personal contract made in one place to be executed in 
another, is to be governed by the laws of the place of performance. This 
general rule is subject to the qualification that the parties act in good 
faith, and that the form of the transaction is not adopted to disguise 
its real character. Tyler on Usury, 83. 

“Now, it seems very manifest to us, considering all the facts aud 
circumstances, that this Georgia corporation required the plaintiff, .a 
eitizen and resident of this State, to declare, in the obligation given by 
him to it for the money loaned him, that the contract was solvable in 
that state and was made with reference to its laws, not because it was 
contemplated by either of the parties that the money would be 
paid there, or that the parties would enforce their respective (890) 
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rights under the contract in the courts of that state, but because 
this money lender desired to escape the restraints of the laws of this 
State, and, by this formal declaration inserted in the contract, compel 
the courts of this State in a suit for the foreclosure of the mortgage to 
adjust the rights of the parties according to the laws of Georgia and the 
decisions of its courts, and in disregard of the laws of this State and the 
decisions of this Court. 

“The by-law in relation to the establishment of local branches is as 
follows: ‘In accordance with the authority conferred in its charter this 
Association will establish local branches in Georgia and other states at 
such points as the board of directors may approve. The local branches 
shall elect their own officers and directors and may make such by-laws 
as they desire to govern their own bodies not inconsistent with those of 
the parent office. The treasurers of the local branches shall give such 
bonds to the Association for the faithful performance of duties and the 
prompt remittance of all collections by them, as the board of directors 
of the parent office shall determine in each particular case. They shall 
receive two. per cent on all collections from the local branches made 
and paid over to the treasurer of the parent office by them.’ 

“Tt appears from the record that there was a ‘local branch’ at Murphy, 
through which this loan was negotiated. It is evident that the borrower 
was expected to make his payments to the treasurer of this local board, 
who was under bond ‘to the Association’ for the prompt remittance of 
all collections. The by-laws provided for compensation for this treasurer 
—two per cent of his collections. The local treasurer must be considered 

the collecting agent of the Association. A payment to him must 
(891) be considered a payment to the Association. Asseveration that. 

he is the agent of the local branch, not the parent company, that 
he was expected to receive and remit money, not as agent of the lender 
to whom he had. given bond for the faithful performance of his duties, 
but of the borrower, cannot avail. It is evident that this contract, which 
the borrower was required to say was solvable in Georgia, was in fact 
to be solved by payments to this local treasurer, and that the form of the 
transaction was adopted to disguise its real character. 

“Considering the transaction, therefore, without any regard to the 
intricate questions pertaining to what are called building and loan 
associations, but merely as a loan of money made by a money-lending 
corporation of another state through its local branch in this State, in 
the manner detailed in the case on appeal, to a citizen here, we conclude 
that in this contest between the parties as to their respective rights and 
liabilities under the contract, those rights and liabilities must be deter- 
mined by the laws of this State; that it is, in truth, a North Carolina 
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contract to be governed by our laws, and not a Georgia contract to be 
governed by the laws of that state. 

“Tf there was no local board and no local treasurer; if the application 
of this resident of North Carolina for a loan of money to be secured 
by a mortgage on land in this State, to be executed here, had been for- 
warded directly to the home office of this foreign corporation, and had 
been there granted upon the condition that the note or bond given by 
the borrower should be made payable at the home office and should bear 
interest at a rate allowed by the laws of that jurisdiction but illegal 
here, it has been declared by high authority that, in a suit to foreclose 
the mortgage, the decree of foreclosure will limit the recovery of the 
lender to the rate of interest allowed by the laws of this State. Wharton 
in his treatise on the Conflict of Laws, section 507, says of the _ 
question, ‘Whether, when a mortgage is given as security for (892) 
a loan, and the mortgage is in one state and the place of pay- 
ment of the loan is another, the law of the former state or that of the 
latter state is to prevail in the settlement of interest,’ that it has been 
frequently litigated in the United States, and ‘with results which on their 
face are irreconcilable.’ And the learned author says: ‘The true test 
is, was the mortgage merely a collateral security, the money being em- 
ployed in another state and under other law, or was the money employed 
on the land for which the mortgage was given? If the former be the 
case, then the law of the place where the money was actually used, and 
not that of the mortgage, applies. If the latter, then the law of the 
place where the mortgage is situate must prevail.’ | 

“It is stated in the elaborate brief of the learned counsel for appel- 
lant that the authorities cited by Wharton do not sustain the rule thus 
laid down by him. Among these cases is Chapman v. Robertson, 7 
Paige, 627, in which it was adjudicated, as stated in the head-notes of 
that case in 81 Am. Dec., 264, that ‘The construction and validity of 
personal contracts depend’on the laws of the place where they were 
made, unless they were entered into with the view of being performed 
elsewhere,’ and also that ‘transfer of land or other heritable property, 
and the creation of liens thereon, is governed by the laws of the place 
where such property is situate. Of this case Folger, Justice, said in 
Dickinson v. Edwards, 77 N. Y., 573, ‘Chapman v. Robertson, supra, 
is a ease often cited and relied upon, but it does not impinge the general 
rule that the validity of a purely personal contract is to be tried by the | 
law of the place of its performance. The learned Chancellor concedes 
that the case would have come clearly under that principle if 
the contract in suit had been only the personal contract. of the (893) 
defendant; but he holds, that as it was a mortgage actually exe- - 
euted here by a resident here, upon land-here,'for money borrowed .to 
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be used here, though to be returned elsewhere, the law of this State would 
fix the legality of the rate of interest reserved, and he further reasons that 
the contract was partially made here actually i in reference to our ue, 
with an appeal to our courts contemplated by the parties, if necessary.’ 
“A distinction seems thus to be clearly recognized between a contract, 
‘purely personal,’ as for instance a promissory note executed in this 
State, but made payable dona fide in Georgia, and a contract not ‘purely 
personal,’ as for instance a loan of money by a citizen of Georgia to a 
resident here to be repaid in that state and to be evidenced by note, so 
payable, and mortgage on land in this jurisdiction. In Jackson v. Mort- 
gage Co., 88 Georgia, 756, Bleckley, C. J., speaking of a loan of money 
made by the defendant to the plaintiff in New York, but secured by mort- 
gage on land in Georgia, where he resided, says: ‘There was not one 
contract for making the notes, and another for securing them by a con- 
veyance, but a part of one and the same contract was expressed in the 
notes, and a part in the deed executed at the same time. There was no 
intention to make-a loan without having it secured both by the notes 
and the deed. It was therefore impossible to accomplish the object with. 
out calling in the laws of Georgia asa part of the transaction. New York 
had no law which could make any contract conveying land situated .in 
Georgia operative or obligatory. As the laws of Georgia would thus 
be essential with respect to a part of the transaction, that law, if possi- 
ble, ought to be applied to the whole. There was no intention to make a 
mere personal contract, but the scheme was to make one partly personal 
and partly ay ae by its very nature to a given situs, to wit, 
( 894) the State of Georgia.” See also Martin v. Johnson, supra, which 
was a suit to foreclose a mortgage, the debt being payable in 
Massachusetts. It is there said: “There is a portion of the contract 
which under no circumstances could be enforced in the State of Mas- 
sachusetts—that as to the land upon which it is sought to set up a lien. 
Nor do we readily see how any portion of this contract could be enforced 
in the State of Massachusetts against a person resident in the State of 
Georgia.’ , 3 
“The difference in the contracts makes a difference in the rule appli- 
cable to their enforcement. Hence, in Pine v. Smith, 11 Gray, 38, it was 
decided that a note made in Massachusetts and secured by mortgage on 
land in that state, although payable in New York, was to be construed 
by the Massachusetts law; and in Zhompson v, Edwards, 85 In., 414, 
it was held that if A of Indiana borrowed in Indiana, on ‘notes secured 
by a mortgage on land there, money of a citizen of New York, some of 
the note being payable in New York, and some specifying no place of 
payment, the contract was an Indiana contract, and the question of its 
being usurious was to be tested by the law of that state. In Pancoast 
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v. Ins. Co., 79 Indiana, 172, the notes and mortgages were payable in 
Connecticut, and the court said: ‘It is true that the notes and mort- 
gage are made payable in Hartford in the State of Connecticut. But. 
it 1s true that they were executed in this state, the mortgagor lives 
in this state, the lands lie in this state and from the terms of 
the mortgage it is clear that the imtention of the parties was that the 
contract was to be enforced in this state. The mortgage could be en- 
forced nowhere else. In such a case the law of this state governs, the 
rate of interest being fixed in accordance with the laws of this state.’ 
“The doctrine which Dr. Wharton announces seems to us just 

and reasonable. It has been repeatedly held that such trans- (895) 
actions would constitute ‘doing business’ in this State so as to 
subject the foreign money lender, thus conducting himself, to a license 
tax. Murfree on Foreign Corporations, sections 65, 69, and cases cited. 
The contention of the defendant corporation seems to us to amount to 
this: that it must be allowed to do business in North Carolina in total 
disregard of North Carolina’s statutes and the decisions of her courts; 
that it shall be allowed to take mortgages on North Carolina land from 
a resident owner for money loaned to the resident, to be used here, and 
foreclose them in North Carolina courts, where alone jurisdiction for 
foreclosure could reside, and where alone it must have contemplated 
enforcing its rights, if a resort to courts should be necessary, not by 
North Carolina statutes and the decisions of her courts, but by Georgia 
statutes and the decisions of its courts; in fine, that it shall be allowed 
to override in the courts of this State the laws of this State and its well 
settled policy as to the borrowing and lending of money. 

“We cannot accede to this proposition, but, instead, we choose iv 
adopt the doctrine announced by Wharton, quoted above, which seems 
to us more peaeen ee and which he assures us is sustained by the au- 
thorities. | 

“We have, ee as it appears to us, an affirmance of that doctrine © 
in Commissioners v. R. R., TT N. C,, 289, where the learned Justice 
Rodman, speaking of certain bonds elack the defendant company had 
delivered in New York and which were payable there, and which, it 
was contended, were ‘governed by the laws of New York in respect to 
the rate of interest,’ says: “These bonds were clearly a North Caro- 
lina contract; the precedent debt, which was the consideration, 
was incurred and payable in North Carolina; both parties resided in 
North Carolina; the bonds were secured by a mortgage on 
real property in North Carolina, which could only be enforced (896) 
through the courts of this State. In our opinion the bonds could 
legally bear no greater rate of interest than that allowed in North 


Carolina.’ | 
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“Now, if the reason given by this able Judge for declaring that these 
bonds were clearly a North Carolina contract be analyzed, it will be 
found that the fact that ‘both parties resided in North Carolina’ could 
not have been an important factor, for in Roberts v. McNeely, 52 N. C., 
506, it was proved that both parties lived in Salisbury in this State, 
and yet the contract between them, a promissory note, executed at their 
residence, but payable in New York, was declared to be governed by 
the law of that state as to the rate of interest it would bear—to be a 
New York contract in this respect. The really controlling reason for 
the conclusion announced so unhesitatingly about that contract seems 
to have been that the parties manifestly contemplated the courts of 
North Carolina as the tribunal for the enforcement of the contract, the 
security, the mortgage, being enforcible, as is there said, only through 
the courts of this State, and, this being so, the laws of the former must 
- govern the rate of interest. 

‘We do not deem it necessary to discuss each one of the many authori- 
ties cited by defendant to show that our courts must be governed by the 
decisions of the courts of Georgia in ascertaining what is due, on an ac- 
counting from this mortgagor to this mortgagee. In not one of them, 
so far as we can see, did the court enforce a contract which was illegal 
and void by the law of the forum, illegal and void by the law of the 
place where the contract was made, and illegal and void by the law rez 
sitae, and valid, if at all so, only by the lex locz solutions. 

“Falls v, Loan and B. Company, 97 Ala., 417, was an action to fore- 
close a mortgage. The facts were very similar to those in our case. 
(897) The Court decided that ‘the contract which gave rise to the 
present suit is an Alabama contract, and can only be enforced 
to the extent our statutes permit,’ and added: ‘Any statute of this state 
which may be supposed to confer on building and loan associations the 
right to charge more than eight per cent interest, even if we concede such 
statutory authority, must be confined in its operation to such corpora- 
tions as are chartered in Alabama. It cannot be supposed that our legis- 
lation had a greater purpose or intent than that.’ In that case, as in 
this, the borrower was required to have paid three months’ insitall- 
ment on stock before he could obtain a loan, and yet that Court declares 
that the transaction was ‘practically a loan of money,’ and quotes from ~ 
Uhifelder v. Carter, 64 Ala., 527, the following language: ‘In deter- 
mining whether a contract is infected with usury, its substance and 
effect, not its form, are material.’ 

“Holding, therefore, as we must, that the contract of a loan between 
this mortgagor and mortgagee is governed by the laws of this State, 
we come to the question, what is due the mortgagee according’ to hose 
laws ? 
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“We are met at the threshold of this investigation by the contention 
of the defendant corporation that, being a ‘building and loan association,’ 
it is entitled to exercise the same powers and privileges as if it had 
been organized in this State according to the provisions of The Code, 
vol. 2, ch. 7; that the same effect is to be given to its contract with the 
plaintiff, as if it were a North Carolina corporation, formed in strict 
compliance with the provisions of that chapter of The Code, and there- 
fore entitled to exercise special powers and privileges. 

““A building and loan association is an organization created for 
the purpose of accumulating a fund by the monthly subscriptions 
or savings of its members to assist them in building or pur- (898) 
chasing for themselves dwellings or real estate by loaning to 
them the requisite money from the funds of the society upon good secur- 
ity’ 2 Am. & Eng. Enc., 604. Mr. Endlich (sec. 283), speaking of the 
proper and legitimate purposes of the creation of such corporation, 
says: ‘To all practical intents, it may be said to be to enable a number 
of associates to combine and invest their savings to mutual advantage, 
so that from time to time any individual among them may receive out 
of the accumulation of the pittances which each contributes periodically 
a sum, by way of loan, wherewith to buy or build a house, mortgaging it 
to the association as security for the money borrowed, and ultimately 
making it absolutely his own by paying off the incumbrance out of his 
subscription. It is only so far as they serve these purposes and are . 
confined to the objects necessarily involved therein that the acts of 
building associations fall properly within the powers granted. As 
soon as they transgress these limits, they are ultra vires.’ 

“Nearly every state in the Union has a general statute relating to 
the incorporation of building and loan associations or associations of 
that class called by some name of similar import. Each of these statutes 
differs from the other. All agree in this, that the contemplated organi- 
zations are all strictly codperative in their nature. Professor H. B. 
Adams, of Johns Hopkins University, an eminent writer on economics, 
in his essay on corporations, in 13 Appleton’s Encyclopedia (Annual 
1888), speaks of these associations as a ‘peculiarly American form of 
cooperation. Mr. A. B. Burke, to whom Mr. Endlich acknowledges 
his indebtedness in a note to section 7 of his work, cited heretofore, 
has lately used the following language in a journal published in the 
city of Philadelphia: ‘As the term “building society” is very 
indefinite, and as applied to Philadelphia societies an actual (899) 
misnomer, it 1s necessary to specify exactly what 1s meant by 
such society. The name was first applied to organizations which built 
houses to be sold. It was also applied to speculative loan associations 
whose stockholders had no relations with the borrower, except that of 
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lenders of money; and more recently it has been applied to “national” 
loan associations, having agencies all over the Union, and salaried 
officers and agents. The term “building society” as here used 1s not 
intended to apply to any organization of the character above mentioned. 
Tt is essential that the true plan should be clearly understood, and that 
its codperative principles should be faithfully followed, or those who 
are tempted to imitate the Philadelphia workingman in buying a house 
may . . . lose, not only their money, but their faith in codperative 
enterprises.’ 

“Tf we consider the scope of the powers of this corporation, we find 
that they far exceed those conferred upon ‘homestead and building asso- 
ciations’ by The Code of this State. The powers conferred upon it 
have been heretofore fully set out, and need not be repeated. Suffice 
it to say that it has powers under its charter to do things far exceeding 
in risk the assisting of its members ‘in building or purchasing for 
themselves dwellings or real estate.’ 

“Tf we consider the manner in which its funds are to be raised, we 
find that it is not by ‘accumulating a fund from the monthly subscrip- 
tions or savings of its members,’ but mainly by inducing capitalists to in- 
vest their surplus in one or the other of the kinds of stock provided for 
in the following by-law: ‘2. Full-pay-interest-bearing stock in class B 
which shall be sold at $50 per share and which shall bear interest at 
: slx per cent per annum, payable semi-annually, on $50 per share. 
(900) This stock shall be redeemable upon maturity of the install- 

ment stock in said class, at $100 per share, less the aggregate 
sum of dividend paid thereon. 

“<3. Permanent investment stock which shall be sold at $100 per 
share and which shall participate in the profits of the Association from 
the date of issuing the certificate of stock to be paid semi-annually, to 
wit, on 1 February and 1 August of each year. The par value of all 
stock at maturity shall be $100 per share. A member may hold any 
number of shares.’ an . 

“A corporation having the authority to incur such risks and respon- 
sibilities and deriving its funds from such a source in whole or in 
part, is not a building and loan association except in name. It is 
merely a money-lending, dividend-paying corporation, to which, for 
some purposes, some features of a ‘building and loan association’ have 
been attached. Its purposes and powers put it outside of the pale of the 
beneficent statute. which was intended to encourage codperation among 
the saving poor, and not to aid the rich in finding good investments for 
their capital. | 

“The purpose had in view by the legislation of the different states 


allowing the incorporation of these building and loan associations, as 
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they are called, is thus stated by Mr. Endlich in section 119 of his work 
on the laws me such corporations: ‘As a mere saving institution, the 
building association would never have recommended itself to the favor 
of legislatures to so unprecedented a degree. As a mere bank for the 
depositing of money lying idle, for the purpose of fructifying it for 
the rich, by fleecing the needy, it would never have acquired the unusual 
rights it exercises. But the idea, the possibility, of making member- 
ship in it the means of raising a property-holding, homestead-owning 
class of citizens, precisely as to those whose improvident habits and 
petty earnings had hitherto debarred them from the blessings, 

or feeling the stimulus of the prospect, of owning their own (901) 
homes,—the desirableness of augmenting the portion of land 
owners among the working classes, particularly in a republic, seemed so 
weighty a consideration in the minds of legislators, that they were 
willing, in exchange, to make a sweeping exception to many of the 
best sade rules of general policy applicable to dealings between man 
and man.’ . 

“Tf, as the defendant contends, our statute confers upon building and 
loan associations those special powers and privileges, constituting, as 
the learned author says, ‘a sweeping exception to many of the best set- 
tled rules of general policy applicable to the dealings between man and 
man,’ it is certain that no corporation except such an one as is contem- 

plated by the statute can lay any claim whatever to those special powers 
and privileges. 

“A true building and loan association, such as our statute provides 
for, has no authority to declare or pay dividends on its stock. Endlich 
on ‘the Law of Building Associations, sec. 324. ‘As to participation 
in profits, the scheme has reference to the final adjustment of accounts, 
not to any intermediate realization.’ The defendant corporation has 
two classes of stockholders to whom, as shown by the by-law heretofore 
quoted, dividends are to be paid each year, and, having power to so 
conduct its business, is not the kind of an association which our legis- 
lature designed to promote. A corporation of that class cannot risk 
its members’ money and houses by engaging in many of those enter- 
prises enumerated in the defendant’s charter heretofore set out. The 
defendant has ‘full power and authority’ to do all those things. There- 
fore it is not of that class and can lay no claim to those special powers 
and privileges with any justice whatever. 

“In section 39 of Mr. Endlich’s treaty it is said that these associations 
are founded upon principles of strict mutuality and equality of bene- 
fits and obligations. A corporation not founded on those prin- 
ciples cannot be truly a building and loan association within (902) 


ao 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [116 
MERONEY v. B. AND L. ASSN. 


the purview of our statute. The benefits are not strictly mutual and 
equal where one stockholder, according to the plan of organization, is 
entitled to semi-annual interest on what he has paid in, and another 
to semi-annual dividends,’ while others must await the termina- 
tion of the life of the association or some other time, indefinitely future, 
before reaping any profits. There is no strict equality of obligation, 
where one stockholder pays $50 for a share of stock, and another obli- 
gates himself to pay $100 per share. 

“In Maryland, a corporation which made ‘its loans to members in 
the approved form of building association loans, but whose aims and 
nature did not bring its property within the statute as a building - 
association, was not allowed to enforce reservations lawfully permitted 
to such institutions.’ Endlich, sec. 385; Williams v. Loan & Annu. Asso., 
45 Md., 546. The same doctrine is established in Pennsylvania. 
Jarrett v. Cope, 68 Pa. St. 67; Kuffert v. Guttenburg B. Asso., 30 Pa. 
St., 465; Rhoads v. B. Aso. 39 Pa., 180. 

“The @isdoni of this dostrine will be apparent, we think, to all who 
will consider the possible consequences of a contrary rule. 

“For illustration: Let us assume for the sake of argument that a 
building and loan association organized under our statute has a right to 
loan money to its members at the rate of one-half per cent per month 
and a like ‘premium,’ or one per cent per month; that it requires its mem- 
bers to pay sixty cents per month as dues on each share of $100, of which 
ten cents is to go to the expense fund of the association, and enforces 
prompt payment of a fine of ten cents per month per share. Let us 

now suppose that one of those worthy citizens for whose special 
(903) benefit it is said this ‘beneficent statute’ was adopted, is induced 

- to subscribe for ten shares in one of these beneficent institutions. 
His first duty is to pay $10, for the privilege of being enrolled. Let 
us assume that the agent who induced him to subseribe takes this for 
his trouble, and give that particular sum no further consideration. 

“Tet us now suppose that this member, wishing to become a home 
owner, selects one to cost $1,500, and, using $500 which he had and 
one thousand dollars borrowed from the association on a mortgage of 
the property, he takes the title and bravely sets out to battle with the 
debt he has incurred, to provide a home for his family, in good cheer 
at the prospect held out to him by the company’s agent that at the 
end of seven years ‘at the farthest’ his ten shares of stock will be 
worth one thousand dollars, and that then, by a very simple process 
of adjusting the accounts, he will at the sanie moment cease to be a 
debtor to the association wad also a stockholder in it, and the mortgage 
on his house will thereupon be canceled. Let us assume that the 
mortgage provides that he will pay ‘said monthly interest or premium, 
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fines and monthly payments on said stock’ until the said shares shall 
become fully paid in and of the value of one hundred dollars each, as 
the mortgage set out in this record does. _ 

“Now, let us suppose that this workingman, at the end of seven years, 
having promptly, out of his hard earnings, paid each month ten dollars 
interest and six dollars stock dues to the association, asks that his stock 
be exchanged for his debt and his home be disencumbered of its lien, and 
is told that while the soliciting agent was no doubt entirely sincere in 
his belief that the payments thus far made by him would satisfy his 
indebtedness, the rosy-hued hopes constituted no part of the 
contract’; that it is stipulated that he should keep up his dreary (904) 
reund of monthly payments until he had fully paid up his stock | 
and it was worth one hundred dollars per share—that contrary 
to everybody’s expectations the expenses had been larger than was antici- 
pated and net profits had been smaller than hoped for, and that his 
stock was not worth one hundred dollars per share, as the books of 
the company plainly showed; that, while his engagement was: that, 
if the exigencies of the association required it, he would pay one thous- 
and dollars in stock dues alone, he had in fact only paid $504 ($84 
times $6) on that score, and out of that he had agreed that $84 (840 
times ten cents) should be used as expenses, leaving, 1t might be, only 
$420 really credited on his stock account. Let us suppose that, still hop- 
ing for good results, he resumes his payments and toils on; that from 
month to-month, from year to year, the happy day when the stock is 
worth par is put off by accumulating expenses and constantly recurring 
losses until at the end of 166 2-3 months he insists that his stock dues, 
at least, in any event, are all paid, because 166 2-3 payments of sixty 
cents each amount to one hundred dollars, and is told that ten cents of 
each sixty cents paid in by him had according to his agreement been ap- 
plied to the expenses, and that the association was in debt, and that. all 
the subscriptions for stock, which he was informed constituted a trust 
fund, must be paid in, and hence, as the expenses of the business, in- 
cluding the interest and dividends paid to certain classes of the stock- 
holders, had consumed all the profits, it would be required of him to 
pay stock dues for two hundred months, as it takes two hundred times 
fifty cents to make one hundred dollars. Let us suppose that he con- 
tinues his payments for two hundred months, and thus, beyond all ques- 
tion, pays all his stock dues, and when he then asks for the appli- 

cation of his paid up stock to the satisfaction of his mortgage debt, (905) 
is told that, while the company was called a building and loan 
association, it had acted also as agent or trustee for the investment and 
management of funds for persons, corporations, administrators, ex- 


ecutors, guardians and trustees—that it had dealt in real estate, and had 
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been engaged in erecting buildings and machinery thereon, and that those 
enterprises, all of which were infra vires, had proved disastrous, and 
is informed that, though the receiver who had been appointed to wind 
up the affairs of the corporation would find that his stock was all paid 
in, and that there was no claim against him on that account, he would 
also ascertain that the stock of the company was of no value, owing to 
the disasters that had come upon’ some of its various undertakings, 
and that it would be necessary for all mortgagors to continue to pay 
the interest (12 per cent) on the amounts advanced to them, until 
he had collected enough to adjust all the liabilities of the company, or 
else to take advantage of the option allowed and pay back the ne 
sum borrowed—one thousand dollars—at once. 

“Surely the trusting home builder, caught in such toils, might ee 
exclaim against a statute, called beneficent, that would produce such 
a result. Such an outcome is possible. Of its probability in different 
degrees 1t is not for us to judge. The class to which the defendant 
corporation 1s by us to be assigned is. the point under consideration— 
whether to the class of money-lending, dividend-paying corporations 
of the investors of capital, or to a class of incorporated associations, 
codperative in their very nature, and designed by means of such co- 
operation to foster a homestead-owning class of citizens with little 
risk to them because of the severe limitations put by the law of their 

creation upon the corporate powers and purposes. An examina- 
(906) tion of the charter of the defendant corporation, its methods — 

and powers, leads us unhesitatingly to put it in the first named 
category, and to declare that there is no such conformity by it to— 
the building and loan associations of our statute as to entitle it to 
claim any special rights or powers therein granted to associations organ- 
ized according to its terms, with the limited powers and the restricted 
purposes therein set out. 

“<Tf the charter of a building association, or what is called its consti- 
tution,’ says Mr. Endlich, section 64, ‘contains the grant of power 

in excess of what the statutes regulating the formation and 
Sauees of such organizations sanction, the objectionable grant is sim- 
ply void. Each such illegal feature may become the basis of a proceed- 
ing by the state against the society, and result in the forfeiture of the 
franchise.’ 

“Applying this principle to the case in hand, we have here a corpo- 
ration calling itself a building and loan association and asserting the 
possession of special powers and privileges as such, and yet having in 
its charter or constitution grants objectionable because in excess of 
what our statute, regulating formation and powers of such organiza- 
tion, sanctions. We cannot declare these objectionable grants aa 
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ved for the State of Georgia had the right to invest this legal entity 
of its creation with all of these powers. Each such feature cannot be- 
come the basis of a proceeding by this State against the society, and — 
‘result in the forfeiture of the franchise,’ for those features are not, 
it seems, illegal where conferred, and the power of forfeiture which 
this commonwealth may properly exercise over the corporations of its 
own ereation cannot be applied to this foreign corporation. A mem- 
ber of this association, who should seek in the courts an injunction 
against the exercise by its managing board of these powers’ and the 
assumption of the accompanying risks, or should endeavor to 

hold those officers responsible to him for losses incurred in the (907) 
exercise of those powers upon the ground that a building and 

loan association, within the purview of our statute, could not lawfully 
engage in such business and incur such risks, would be promptly con- 
fronted with the reply, not to be gainsaid, that the restraints of our 
~ statute could not affect the right and powers of this foreign corporation. 
Because of these things it must follow that there is no course open to 
the courts of this State but to declare that the so-called building and 
loan associations whose charters legally invest them with the powers 
not contemplated by our statute (Code, vol. 2, ch. 7) are not building 
and loan associations within the purview of that statute. 

“We come now to the consideration of the defendant corporation’s 
contention that its contract with the plaintiff ‘without reference to 
the statute specially authorizing it, is not usurious. Here we may 
quote the language of O’Neal, C. J., in B. & L. Asso. v. Bollinger, 12 
Rich. Eq., 124, when speaking of a contract similar to the one we have 
under consideration: ‘How the contract can be anything else than 
usurious it is difficult to conceive. Indeed, it must task, and has tasked, 
human ingenuity in every tribunal where the question has been pre- 
sented, to find the reason whereby such a contract could be sustained.’ 

“The defendant’s counsel sets out as the basis of his argument the 
following facts: 

“<1, The contract of borrowing is separate and distinct from that 
of subscription, and the obligation to pay monthly dues upon the 
stock was incurred by the contract of subscription. | 
9 The money which Meroney received, whether considered as 
an advancement upon a portion of his stock or as a loan, was- 
never to be repaid except by the maturing of his stock at an un- (908) 
certain time.’ 

“<3, If Meroney should perform his contract, it would be un- 
certuin whether he would in the end pay more or Teas than eight per 
cent interest, upon the statement of an account, with the strong prob- 
ability in favor of his paying less. 
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““4, His hability to pay a greater rate of interest than eight per 
cent was caused by his own default, which he might have avoided 
by simply keeping his contract. 

“<5. Being interested as a stockholder, sale three of his five shares 
having been pledged to the Association, Meroney was directly interested 
in any profits which the company might make upon his loan. It was 
in the nature of a dealing with partnership funds.’ 

“As to all this we may say what was said by Justice Reade in 
Mills v. B. & L. Asso., 75 N. C., 292: ‘We look at the substance’; or 
what was said by Judge Gaston in Shober v. Houser, 20 N. C., 22: 
‘It is the duty of the courts to look not merely at the words but at the 
substance of the transaction; on the one hand, not to be governed by 
the words, if the substance goes to defeat the provision of the statute, 
and, on the other hand, not to rely on the words, so as to defeat the 
contract, if in substance the transaction be legal. . . . In spite 
of every effort of the courts to carry into complete effect the legislative 
will, no doubt the true character of usurious securities is very frequently 
concealed under cunning contrivances, but when that character is seen, 
whatever may be the contrivance, the court must and will act upon 
the transaction such as in truth it is.’ We see in this whole transaction 
only a lending of three hundred dollars to the plaintiff at 12 per cent 
per.annum, payable monthly, coupled with an engagement on the part 
of the defendant that if the plaintiff makes no default in his stipu- 

lated payments, whether as borrower or stockholder, the defen- 
(909) dant would not require the payment of the sum advanced or 

loaned to him until the value of his stock reached one hundred 
dollars per share, and that in that event three shares of his stock should 
cancel the debt. A contract for the loan of money is usurious, 1f the 
lender reserves the right in any event to collect more than eight per cent 
and the sum loaned. The liability of the plaintiff to pay a greater rate 
of interest than eight per cent grows out of the contract. The existence of 
such liability shows the contract to be usurious. We quote as applicable 
here, the emphatic language of Justice Reade in the case cited above: 
‘We know of no device or cover by which these associations can take 
from those who borrow their money more than the legal rate of interest 
without incurring the penalties of our usury laws. Calling the borrower 

“partner” or substituting “redeeming” for “lending” or “premium or 
bonus” for an amount which they propose to have advanced, and yet 
withhold; or dues for interest, or any like subterfuge, will not avail. 
We look at the substance.’ The doctrine announced in that case by 
the learned Justice has been consistently followed by all the decisions 
of this Court since that time. It was foreshadowed by the strong lan- 
guage of Chief Justice Pearson in Smith v. Mechamcs Building & 
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Loan Asso., 73 N. C., 372, the first case in which such an association 
appeared in this, Court, and in which Mr. William N. H. Smith, after- 
wards Chief Justice of this Court, was of counsel for the association, 
and filed an elaborate brief in wide he argued many of the points 
now again presented. Yet this learned Chief Justice, who had him- 
self, as counsel, argued earnestly to the contrary, yielded cordial assent 
to the doctrine of the Malls case, and the opinions of this Court in 
Overby v. B. & L. Asso., 81 N. C., 56, and Hoskins v. B. & L. Asso., 
(84 N. C., 838, delivered by him, distinctly affirm the rule there laid 
down, which is also approved in Dickerson v. B. & L. Asso., 

89 N: ©., 37; Pritchard v. Meekins, 98 N. ©., 244, and (910) 
Heggie v. B. & L. Asso., 107 N. C., 581. Indeed, that the 

dectrine of the Mulls case is well settled in this State is recognized 
on all sides. Mr. Endlich says (sec. 347) that that case has been 
consistently followed in cases arising subsequently in this State. 
And in 2 A. & E. Enc., 612 (note), North Carolina is put among 
those states where the transaction between a building and loan asso- 
ciation and its borrowing stockholder is ‘considered simply a loan.’ 
The legislative branch of the state government has tacitly recognized 
and approved the doctrine of the Mills case and those cases that follow 
it; for, though the General Assembly has repeatedly convened since the 
adoption by this Court of the rules applicable to the conduct of the 
business of building and loan associations organized under the statute 
of 1868-69, it has never seen fit to alter that statute so as in any way 
to free them from the effect of those rules. If the contract under con- 
sideration must, according to the well settled doctrines of this Court, 
be held to be clearly usurious though the defendant corporation were 
a true building and loan association under our statute, much: more 
clearly is 16 usurious when made by a corporation having, as we have 
said, no just claim whatever to such special powers and privileges as 
‘such associations may be entitled to, if any. Our Constitution most 
wisely provides that ‘No man or set of men are entitled to exclusive or 
separate emoluments or privileges from the community but in con- 
sideration of public services.’ Can the Legislature grant to a corpo- 
ration, or to a certain class of corporations, the exclusive or special 
privilege of charging more than eight per cent for money loaned while 
the general law of the State, by which all other individuals and corpo- 
rations are controlled, declares all such contracts usurious and 

void? ‘See Goodwin v. B. & L. Asso., 12 Bush (Ky.), 110, where (911) 
the negative of that proposition is held to be clearly the law, 

and see also Birmingham v. McLard, 45 Md., 541. Such seems to be 
the conclusion of this Court in Simonton v. Lanier, 71 N. C., 498, where, 


‘speaking of ce constitutional provision, Justice Bynum gai ‘The 
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wisdom and forethought of our ancestors is nowhere more clearly shown 
than in providing these fundamental safeguards against partial and 
class legislation, the insidious and ever working foe of free and equal 
government.’ Whatever may be said upon that subject, this is at least 
clear: the intent of the Legislature to confer such a privilege upon a 
claimant must be entirely free from doubt or it will not be allowed— 
both the grant and the identity of the grantee must clearly appear. 
“It was proper, therefore, that his Honor should adjudge that the 
contract set out in the defendant’s answer as that which it claimed the 
right to enforce by a sale of the plaintiff’s land ‘was usurious under 
the laws of North Carolina.’ We have declared, for the reasons hereto- 
fore set out, that for the purposes of this action it is a North Carolina 
contract, and that the sum due to the defendant must be ascertained 
upon an accounting by applying to the disputed items the rules es- 
tablished by the decision of this Court. One of those rules—that 
one which has been fixed by a long line of decisions and has been repeat- 
edly approved—is that this Court, looking at the substance of the mat- 
ter, as bound. to do, sees in this whole transaction simply a loan of 
money by the defendant to the plaintiff. In the account taken by the 
referee under the directions of his Honor the plaintiff is charged with 
all he received with eight per cent interest thereon. Entrance fees, stock, 
dues and premium must all go to his credit, for as we view it, all 
these payments are but parts of the transaction which we have 
(912) declared to be merely a borrowing and lending of money at an 
illegal rate. If the plaintiff was to be charged with interest at 
eight per cent upon the sum loaned him, he was entitled to ike rate upon 
his payments. He should not have been charged with any fines, for 
this defendant, as we have said, has no right to lay any fines upon its 
borrower under any circumstances here, and certainly cannot collect 
fines from the plaintiff because he refused compliance with its illegal 
demands. Whatever may be the decisions in other states in this one 
all these matters are well settled. 2 Am. & Eng. Enc., 639, note 1. 
We can see no reason for reviewing at this late day what has been so 
long acquiesced in by all. | 
“Tt may not be improper for us to say in this connection that the 
insertion in such contract as we now have under consideration, of a 
stipulation that in no event should the aggregate of all the sums to 
be paid by the borrower (interest being allowed to his credit) exceed 
the sum loaned him and interest thereon at eight per cent per annum, 
would perhaps entirely relieve all such transactions from the imputation 
of being usurious. The remedy seems easy. It is insisted with great 
confidence that the rate which he would be required to pay, if he and 
his fellow borrowers would carry out their engagements, will be much 
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less than six per cent. If that be true, no loss can come to the lender 
by reason of the incorporation of such a stipulation in the contract. 
It would be merely to make that a part of the contract which is in fact 
an inducement to it, but an inducement put in such shape as to be of no 
legal effect to protect the borrower from usurious exactions. The propo- 
sition is a simple one. Let the money-lending corporations that, under 
the guise of building and loan associations, are professing to loan 
money, in a complicated and somewhat confusing method at six per 
cent or less, insert in their contract a binding stipulation to 

the effect that in no event will they exact more than eight per (918) . 
cent and all trouble and difficulty will vanish. The courts — 

will be content, for the law against the taking of usury will be obeyed. 
The borrowing mortgagor will be fully protected against illegal and 
ruinous exactions, and what has been told him with confidence by the 
lending mortgagee will be, in a measure, legally secured to him. 

“The lending corporation cannot reasonably object, for the limit 
proposed (eight per cent) stands far beyond the rate it assures the bor- 
rower it will exact. An objection on its part to the insertion of this 
safeguard for the home builder would but emphasize the necessity for 
the rigid enforcement of the rule of the Mills case, showing as it would, 
that there was some danger that the exigencies of its business might 
frustrate all its hope and calculations, and bring to the confiding bor- 
rower ruin or disaster. 

“In Taylor v. Building & Loan, 56 Ark., 340, such a restriction was 
in the contract between the borrowing member and that association, 
and the court held that that stipulation relieved the -transaction of 
all charge of taking illegal interest. 

“We have proceeded thus far upon the assumption that the promise 
of the plaintiff borrower to pay the defendant lender for the use of 
money six per cent as interest and six per cent as premium, so called, 
was such a contract as would be enforced in the courts of the State of 
Georgia if it was solvable in that jurisdiction and made with reference 
to its laws. The general law of that state makes seven per cent the legal 
rate, but parties may lawfully contract for eight per cent. Charging 
interest beyond this limit is illegal. How, then, can it be lawful for the 
defendant corporation to charge in that state what 1s clearly the equiva- 
lent of 12 per cent, to wit, six per cent interest and six per cent 
premium ? (914) 

“We are told that in Parker v. B. & L. Asso., 46 Ga., 166, 
and in Vanpelt v. Asso., 79 Geo., 439, the Supreme Court of Georgia 
so declared. An examination of the first mentioned case which is 
very fully reported enables us to see that the Fulton B. & L, Associa- 
tion was a corporation pene in many respects from the defendant. 
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It seems to have been a true building and loan association as defined 
by Mr. Endlich. Its contract with Parker was not identical with that 
of this defendant with this plaintiff. It differs from it in many mate- 
rial respects. Neither Parker nor Vanpelt was charged six per cent 
interest and six per cent premium on the money advanced to them. 
We have not been able to find in any of the cases from the Supreme 
Court of Georgia, to which we have been cited, any adjudication upon 
a contract exactly similar to the one we have here under consideration. 
In Parker's case, at page 192, the Court says of the transaction: 
‘Whether the scheme taken as a whole is or is not a device to avoid the 
usury laws is a question of fact for the jury under the proof. The 
Court so charged the jury and the finding is in effect that 1t was not 
such a device. We think the jury found rightly upon the evidence.’ 
The evidence in that case was the charter and by-laws of the association 
and the contract with Parker. Non constat, that because it was proper 
for the jury to find there was no device to evade the usury laws_of 
Georgia in that scheme upon that evidence, it would be necessary for all 
juries to find that there was no such device in this defendant’s scheme 
as evidenced by its charter, by-laws and contract with the plaintiff. 
Comity may require that the courts of this State shall adjudge to a 
citizen of Georgia, suing here, upon a purely personal contract solva-_ 
ble in that state, a citizen of this State such a sum as by the laws of 
Georgia he could there recover on the contract—that the measure 

(915) of his recovery shall be determined by the lex loct solutionis ; but 
surely comity does not require us to assume, in order to give the. 
‘foreign plaintiff more than our own citizens in like circumstances could 
recover, that, because the courts of that state had declared one scheme 
of a genuine building and loan association not usurious ‘upon its face,’ 
therefore the law of that state was that the very different scheme of 
a very different corporation is not usurious. <A decision of the Supreme 
Court of Georgia, Butler v. L. & I. Co., 94 Geo., 562, which has been 
rendered since the trial and argument of this case, is confirmatory of 
our view of the law above expressed. In that case, which was an action 
by the Mutual A. L. & I. Company, of Atlanta, Ga., against Butler to 
foreclose a mortgage, such as we here have under consideration, ‘It 
claims to loan money at six per cent per annum, payable and collectible 
monthly, but under the name of ‘premiums,’ which is but another name. 
for usury, collect another six per cent monthly, by such device collecting 
really 12 per cent per annum, payable monthly on loans, thus, under 
fancy names, carefully eschewing the name of ‘interest,’ which said 
charges really are, and, with the object and intent to do so, contracting 
to take and collect a higher rate of interest than is allowed by law.’ 
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The lower court, considering, no doubt, that the principle established by 
Parker's case, supra, was applicable, overruled this plea and gave 
judgment for the foreclosure of the mortgage, but on the appeal 
the Supreme Court says: “The plaintiff, as indicated by the record, not 
being a building and loan association, pure and simple, like the one 
involved in Parker’s case, 46 Ga., 166, the object of which was to en- 
able its members to acquire houses and homes by the payment of small 
sums monthly, but, on the contrary, being apparently a composite 
institution embracing for its objects insurance, loans and invest- (916) 
ments, the plea of usury should have been entertained for inves- 
tigation and determination by the jury, under proper instructions 
from the court as to whether the scheme of the institution as a 
whole embraced usurious measures and designs, and whether the loan 
to the defendant was infected with usury or not, and, if so, to what 
extent.’ The record here fully shows that the Atlanta Building & Loan 
Association is, as we have said, ‘not a building and loan association, 
pure and simple, like the one involved in Parker’s case, 46 Ga., 166, 
but is what the highest court of its own state has well described as a 
‘composite institution’ and therefore not entitled to claim benefit under 
that decision. Thus is swept away the claim of the defendant corpo- 
ration that by the lex loci solutionis it is allowed to charge and collect 
on its loans six per cent interest and six per cent ‘premium.’ 

“Our attention has been called to Laws 1893, ch. 434, to show that 
building and loan associations are, as it is said, favorites of our law, 
and that they are granted special favors by our statute. This is true. 
And it also seems to be true that our Legislature has invited, as it were, 
foreign associations of that kind to do business in this State under cer- 
tain prescribed regulations. The act which thus seems to invite them 
to come, with the assurance that they shall enjoy privileges and exemp- 
tions here not allowed to corporations of other classes, is an amendment 
to the general law for the incorporating of building and loan associa- 
tions (Code, vol. 2, ch. 7). Jt is evident that the Legislature intended 
to confine its liberal invitation to those foreign corporations whose 
powers, purposes and methods correspond with the powers, purposes 
and methods of home corporations organized under this general 
law, and that it did not intend to thus favor corporations, 
the scope of whose powers extended far beyond the limits (917) 
imposed upon domestic corporations by the act. The powers 
of a building and loan association organized under our laws are 
very limited. It is a strictly mutual codperative organization. It 
cannot borrow money except for specified purposes. It cannot act as 
a banking institution. It cannot deal in real estate or personal prop- 
erty. It cannot issue bonds. It cannot engage in manufacturing. 
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It cannot act as a trustee or trust company. All these things are 
ultra vores. If its officers engage in them, and loss follows, they are 
personally liable to the members.. ‘They may be enjoined from engaging 
in them. If the charter of a foreign corporation, called a building and 
loan association, shows that these businesses and others of like nature 
are, as to it, infra vires, then it follows that the privileges and exemp- 
tious of the act. cannot be claimed by it. The charter, not the name, 
determines the class to which it belongs. . 
“In Land Corporation v. Sec. of State, 76 Mich., 162, there was a 
petition for a mandamus to compel the defendant to file the articles of 
association of the relator, a foreign corporation, under an. act of that 
state. The mandamus was denied upon the ground that the relator was 
not. such a corporation as the act contemplated...The Court said: 
‘The method:of organizing, the extent and condition of creating, holding 
and transferring stock, the authority and constitution of the governing 
body and the powers.and functions of the corporation, and of its 
constituent members and bodies, are all matters of importance. The 
secretary.of state based his principal objection to. filing these papers 
on. the. fact that, instead of being organized for mining and treating 
metals, those were but partial, and--to some extent incidental. But 
this company, as a corporation already organized under foreign laws 
for the multifarious purposes named in its. articles, cannot obtain 
(918) any. legal standing by filing its papers under section 23 of the 
_ ».mining law without the subversion of settled principles” Our 
statute contemplates the licensing of corporations organized for a cer- 
tain. single purpose, with certain prescribed methods and powers. One 
organized under foreign laws for multifarious purposes has-no right 
te.the license under the act. It can depend for the enforcement of its 
rights in. our forums only on the rules of comity... 
-. “Weare not forgetful of the earnestness with which it was argued 
before us that because, as it was said, large sums of money had been 
loaned inthis State by foreign companies upon schemes similar to that 
one,-we.have here under consideration, and much other foreign capital 
stands ready, for investment within our borders upon. like contracts, 
it was most important that such transactions should not: be declared 
usurious; and we. were told in effect that if our conclusion was as herein 
declared, the foreign lenders would at once proceed to foreclose the 
mortgages to the great inconvenience of those who had borrowed from 
them. We cannot change our opinion of the law to suit the exigencies 
of any occasion. The law applicable to the.case in hand and others 
of like nature has been, as we think, for a long time clearly settled in 
this State,:.In all the legal hterature pertaining to the perplexing mat- 
ters of building and..loan associations, so far as we have found, the 
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doctrine of this Court.is conceded to be plainly stated and consistently 
_followed. We merely reiterate what our predecessors long ago. decided. 
If under these circumstances the lender gets less hire for his money 
than he hoped for, the blame, if there be any, must rest on those who 
have acted in defiance of the decisions of this Court, not upon us who 
only decline. to reverse those. decisions. But can harm come to the 
lender? . Certainly not, unless it is exacting more than slx per 

cent for the hire of. money, for that rate it is allowed to collect. (919) 
How can the borrower be harmed?. -His mortgage cannot be 
foreclosed or his lands sold so ee as. he makes the se monn 
or weekly payments set forth in it.) 7 

“When these payments, treated as arial payments on the ihe 
are sufficient to extinguish that indebtedness, the account being taken 
according to the principle repeatedly announced by this ‘Court, the 
lien on his property will have been discharged, and the courts will 
decree its formal cancellation. We guard him-from unreasonable and 
perhaps ruimous exactions .in' the. future.. We do not precipitate 
upon him any new burden. We merely fix a limit when his bur- 
den-bearing shall in any event eease; and we fix that limit far 
beyond the line where the lender says he will wish to go. So, the 
assurance of safety we give to the borrower works. no restraint on the 
lender, and: both should be. content. 

“When: this cause was before this Court on: a former appes! ‘ie 
sole question was whether there was sufficient ground for enjoining. the 
sale of the plaintifi’s property till the controversy could be heard and 
determined on its merits: The record as then -presented contained an 
allegation on the plaintiff’s part that the transaction ds detailed in 
the complaint and answer was contrived to evade: the usury laws. of 
this State. “We did not consider-it-at all necessary then to diseuss the 
very important matters involved in this controversy, as it “nowhere 
appeared that they had been passed upon by the court below: The 
order then appealed from was not erroneous, we said, for the sufficient, 
but not necessarily sole, reason that there was evidently a ‘serious ‘issue’ 
between the parties. We merely declined to reverse an order conn: 
ing the injunction in force until the hearing.” — | 

-So far we have adopted the very able and slaborate epcuea (920) 
prepared. for the Court at last term by Justice Burwell, but. : 
which was not then filed. A reargument. was had at this term of 
this and: the cognate case of Rowland v. B. & L. Asso., 115 N. C., 
825, embracing substantially the same controversy. This is five times 
the questions involved in these two cases have received the fullest 
and most exhaustive argument before the court. It must be conceded 
that we have not acted hastily and that we have had at least oppor- 
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tunity to comprehend the points presented in all their bearings. Counsel 
for defendants frankly admitted in the argument that their clients began 
business in this State knowing that the decision of this Court in the 
Mills case (75 N. C., 292), which has for twenty years remained undis- 
turbed by the courts or the Legislature, prohibited the mode which they 
proposed to follow and have followed, but that they came expecting 
to procure a reversal of that decision. That a party deliberately and 
systematically should violate the law as it has been announced and 
continuously recognized by the highest court of the State for a series 
of years with the avowed purpose of causing the Court to take back 
and reverse its decision under the better instruction of such law-breaker, 
is a proceeding hitherto unknown in this State. The non-resident 
counsel of the non-resident corporation, who thus admit their deliberate 
violation of our statutes, used as one of their most persistent argu- 
ments to change the views of this Court, that the combined capi- 
tal of such corporations mounts up to millions of dollars. It is 
not the first time that accumulated wealth has demanded exclusive favors 
and privileges, but it has probably never before been so unreservedly 
asserted in a court of justice, in this State at least. Our revolutionary 
ancestors anticipated the force, the exactions, the indifference to equal- 

ity of overgrown combinations of capital, and placed in the 
(921) Bill of Rights of 1776 the provision against the grant of exclus- 

ive privileges, which remains in our present Constitution as a 
protection to the plain, common people against these excessive claims 
of money-gathering corporations. The above opinion of Justice Bur- 
well, now adopted by us, shows how little claims such institutions as 
this defendant is shown to be, have to use the beneficent title of building 
associations and that they are in fact thinly disguised banking associa- 
tions claiming to be superior to our usury law because chartered else- 
where. Such discrimination, if legal, would destroy all our home banks, 
and other like institutions, which faithfully observe the law limiting 
the rate of interest, and pay their taxes to the support of the State and 
county government. Though putting aside, if this claim were allowed, 
our taxation and usury laws, the defendant would yet seek to obtain the 
use of our courts to collect the money which it has secured by mortgages 
on real estate here. The circumstances would justify sharper criti- 
cism than we have so far given to any case before us. The defendant 
asserts immunity from the restrictions and burdens imposed by law on 
all others, and at the same time asks the best security allowed by law 
and the use of the process of the courts to enforce it.. The defendant 
also called to our attention a bill which it procured to be passed at the 
last session of the General Assembly, and claims to be protected by it 
in the violation of our usury laws. This statute, which is drawn with 
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considerable art, provides in the first section that building and loan 
associations are restricted to six per cent, which bya general ‘act of the 
same Legislature has been restored as the limitation upon interest. In 
a subsequent paragraph, the association is allowed to charge cost, 
expense, interest, premiums and fines. The controlling idea in the 
first paragraph restricting these corporations to the six per cent, which 
is the general policy of the State, must govern, and calling these 

other exactions premiums, penalties and the like does not make (922) 
them other than interest, or authorize the exaction of more 

than six per cent for the totality. A similar case was Simonton v. 
Lanier, 71 N. C., 498. When two constructions of a statute are 
possible, the Court should adopt that which is most reasonable and 
in accord with the declared and recognized public policy of the State. It 
_ would neither be reasonable nor in accord with our recognized policy, nor 
just to the Legislature, to construe that they deemed that public opinion 
and considerations of justice required that the industries of the State 
should be protected against the exactions of a greater rate than six per 
cent for the use of money, and yet that the same Legislature provided 
that combinations of capital by dubbing themselves building and loan 
associations and euphoniously styling their exactions of interest prem- 
iums, fines, penalties and the like, could collect charges for the use of 
money without limitation. This would be one law for the rich and an- 
other for the poor. Could we hold that the Legislature intended to so en- 
act (and they certainly did not), the wisdom of the organic law has placed 
its ban upon such discrimination and special privileges. A penalty or 
fine for non-payment of money is interest. If money is loaned at six 
per cent and five per cent premium, this is simply 11 per cent interest. 
The courts have always said that in usury cases they “look through all 
disguises to the real nature and truth of the transaction.” The shifts and 
devices of avarice are countless in attempting to evade the protection 
which the law-making power sees fit to erect against its exactions. 
Calling interest by other names, as premiums, fines and penalties, is 
a threadbare device and was laid open in very clear language in our 
leading case of Mills v. B. & L. A., 75 N. C., 292, twenty years ago. 
Recurring to the Act of 1895, which the defendant pressed on our notice 
as an exemption in its favor, it may be noted that if the Legis- 

lature could be understood as having intended it to mean what (923) 
the defendant claims, thus overriding the first clause thereof - 

and the general statute as well, and if there were no constitutional 
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prohibition against the grant of such exclusive and special privileges, 
even then the act in question took effect 9 March, 1895, while the 
general act prohibiting anyone, without exception, to exact more than 
six pet cent for the loan of money took effect 13 April, 1895. This 
would have the effect of repealing all exceptions and stopping on that 
date the exaction of a higher rate e. by the defendant : nee under 
Its prior special act. 

Affirmed. 


_ AVERY, Js dissents. 


Cited: Strauss v. B. & L. Asso., 117 N. C.,, 314; Smith v. B. & L. 
Asso., 119 N.C. 255, 259 ; ‘Hollowell . B. & i aa 120 N. C., 287; 
Cheek v. Bik a Asso., 196 N. C., 245; Faison v. Grandy, 128 N. C5 
cae Smith. v. Ingram, 180 N. C., 104; B. & L. Asso. v. Blalock, 160 
N.C » 492; Bank v. Wysong Co., 17 N. C., 291. , 
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Pye. on Appeal—Seitlement of Case—Death of Judge. 
t 
Where, on appeal, ‘i case and countercase were filed in time, but the trial 
judge died before settling the case, the appellant, instead of a new trial 
being granted, may withdraw Dis case and have the appeal tried on the 
countercase. 


: Moros for writ of certiorari, 


B. B. Wircborne and R. B. Peebles for plaintify. 
McRae & Day for defendant, 


Crarx, J. The case on appeal and counterease were served in time 
and the trial judge was promptly requested to settle the case. At the 
call of the docket at last term, being the first term of this Court which 
was begun after the trial below, the appellant docketed the record 
proper and asked for a certecorart to bring up the case on appeal. 

Counsel consented, however, that the cause might be continued 
(924) to this term and that the “case on appeal” might be settled 
by the judge at Nasu Court, which was to be held by the judge 
(Graves) who had tried the cause. His Honor died before he could do 


so, The appellant would be entitled, nothing more appearing, to have 
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the case remanded for a new trial, but the appellee expresses a desire 
to withdraw its counterease and try the appeal upon appellant’s case. 
The appellant certainly has no ground to object to this. Drake v. 
Connelly, 107 N. C., 468. “The trial judge having died, either the 
appellee or aopellant might on motion withdraw the case or counter- 
case and the appeal will be heard upon the statement of the case on 
appeal made by the opposite party. In such cases the party intending _ 
to withdraw the case (or countercase) properly should notify the 
opposite party in time, so that the case may:be printed and stand 
regularly for trial at the first term. This was not done in this instance, 
but that there may be no unnecessary delay the | case 1s set for hearing 
at the-end of the docket at this: term. | : 
Motion Allowed. | 


Cited: Parker v- Coggins, 116 N. C., 73. 


WELLINGTON AND POWELLSVILLE RAILROAD COMPANY vy. CASHIE & 
EOE RAILROAD anp LUMBER CO; ; 


Where a.railroad company, seeking to condemn. land for its right of way, has 
given ample bond to cover any damages resulting from its wrongful entry 
upon the land, an injunction will not issue to restrain such company from 
entering upon the land before ne eee’ of damages and at per 

_ thereof inte court. fa * 3 | 


Petition to pecus the case ss 114 N.C. 690. 


R. B. Peebles and Battle & Mordecai for plaintiff. 
F. D. Winston and R. O. Burton for defendant. — 


Avery, J. This is a petition to hear the same case reported (925) 
in 114 N. C., 690. The plaintiff instituted a special proceed- 
ing to condemn the right of, way over defendant’s land. The de- 
fendant in its answer alleged that it would sustain irreparable dam- 
age, if the road should be built, and using the answer as an affidavit, 
obtained a temporary rereuniae order, which on the return day was 
vacated upon the filing by the plaintiff of a bond in the penal sum of 
one thousand dollars conditioned for the payment by the plaintiff of 
all costs and damages recovered by the defendant in this action. The 
appeal is from the order dissolving the injunction. 

We are warranted in assuming that the penal sum, mentioned in the 
bond, was fixed by the court after due inquiry, and is, therefore, amply 
sufficient to secure to the defendant any damage that may be ultimately 
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recovered of the plaintiff for the wrongful entry upon its lands, if 
indeed any wrong has been done. Conceding that the plaintiff is a 
trespasser, compensation in damages will névertheless, as a general 
rule, be allowed for such an injury, and there is no allegation in the 
answer that will bring this case within any exception to it. 

_Jt is contrary to the policy of the law to use the extraordinary 
_ powers of the Court to arrest the development of industrial enterprises 
or'the progress of works prosecuted apparently for the public good 
as well as for private gain. Lewis v. Lumber Co., 99 N. C., 11. On 
the other hand this Court has given its sanction to the practice of 
granting restraining orders till the hearing against a party who by 
force was lmpeding the prosecution of such enterprise, on the ground 
that a trespass was being committed on his premises, when apparently 
he could be compensated in damages for the injury of which he com- 
plained. Navigation Co v. Emry, 108 N. C., 130. | 

The plaintiff is proceeding, as was said in the former opinion 
(926) of this Court, under a charter authorizing it to appropriate 
land for its use upon just compensation, and the question of the 
necessity for taking a proper right of way is not before us. Pending 
the proceeding for condemnation, ample provision has been made to 
compensate the defendant for any loss sustained by a wrongful entry 
on the part of plaintiff, and if it be admitted that the plaintiff is not 
authorized to enter till after the appraisal and the payment into court, 
in accordance with the provisions of The Code, sec. 1946, of “the sum 
appraised,” the plaintiff is still in the worst aspect of its conduct com- 
- mitting a trespass for which it is answerable in damages, the ulti- 
mate payment of which is secured in advance by a sufficient bond. 

The defendant has not only failed to show that he has or will sustain, 
but even that he may suffer, irreparable injury. 

Petition Dismissed. 


Cited: R. R. v. Newton, 138 N. C., 186; S. v. Wells, 149 N. C., 
594; Griffin v. R. R., 150 N. C., 815; Jeffress v. Greenville, 154 N. C., 
496; Waste Co. v. R. R., 167 N. C., 342. 
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(927) 


KATE P. JOHNSON ev at. v. EAST CAROLINA LAND AND RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 


Deed—Parol HEvidence—Hstoppel—Agency—Acts of Agent Binding 
a Principal. 


1. Although, where an agreement has been reduced to writing, parol evidence 
is not admissible to contradict, add to or explain it, yet when a deed author- 
ized defendant railroad company to take so much of the land as was 
necessary for its roadway, etc., parol evidence is admissible to show that 
the defendant agreed to pay in addition to the consideration expressed 
in the deed of any land taken or used in excess of a strip twenty feet 
wide. 


2. Where a grantee accepts and acts under a deed, availing himself of its 
benefits, he cannot be heard to say that the person who negotiated for the 
land and procured the execution of the deed, was not its agent to make 
an agreement as to the compensation to be paid the grantor. 


3. The right or power to purchase implies the right or power to pay or agree 
to pay for the thing purchased. 


Action for damages, tried before Brown, J., at Fall Term, 1894, of 
CRAVEN. | 7 | 
There was judgment for the plaintiffs and defendant appealed. 
| (931) 
W. W. Clark for plainteffs. 
F. M. Stemmons and Shepherd & Busbee for defendant. 


Fatrctotu, C. J. When an agreement is reduced to writing, the 
rule of evidence that parol testimony is not admissible to contradict, 
add to, or explain it, is too well established to require further argument, 
and whether the law requires it to be in writing or not, still the written 
memorial is the surest evidence. 

The deed of plaintiffs to the defendant is uncertain as to the amount 
of land on the home plantation conveyed to defendant, but it allows 
that matter to be made certain by authorizing defendant to take an 
amount of land sufficient for the use of its roadway, ditches, ete. This 
sufficiency cannot be determined by the terms of the deed and could, 
if the parties were not agreed, only be done by evidence aliunde. 

The plaintiffs offer to prove that at the time the deed was made with 
this indefinite provision, it was agreed by parol that, in addition to 
the main consideration expressed, the defendant should pay for. the 
excess over twenty feet, whenever so used. This is denied, but found 
to be so by the jury upon the testimony of witnesses. We cannot see 
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that this evidence violates'the rule of evidence above referred to. It 
is in furtherance of an agreement, not expressed in the deed, but 
arising naturally out of the uncertain feature of the deed already 
pointed out and as a part of the main transaction. 
The witness Foy says he was assisting the edt eratui- 
(932). tously, and when it was decided that the road was to come, he 
. went to plaintiffs’ agent,.Rhem, to get. the right of way and 
aid on.it with more than twenty feet, handed him the deed to 
be signed: by him’ and the plaintiff, and saw the plaintiff and 
told her she must give the road all the land necessary through the home 
plantation, that he had the deed prepared and she signed it and handed 
it to him, that he had it recorded and sent it to the defendant at Wil 
mington, and says he did not agree to pay anything for the excess, and 
that he had no power to agree to pay the plaintiff one cent, and was 
afterwards a director in the defendant company.. Here‘ was certainly 
a good deal of active and gratuitous work for some one. The defendant 
has accepted this deed and by building its road on the home plantation 
has availed itself of the contract, whatever it was, and of the benefit 
thereof, and cannot now .be heard to say that Foy was not its agent. 
The right or power to purchase implies the right or power to pay or 
to agree to pay. We see no error.and the Judgment is 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Bute v. Kennedy, 164 N. C., 299. 


(938) — 
BR. F. YOUNG v. WILMINGTON AND WELDON RAILROAD COMPANY. 


a ema Care—N eguigence—Prial Evidence. 


1. Where goods were held in a railroad company’s warehouse, at owner's risk 
and for his convenience, the company was no longer liable as a common 
earrier but only for want of ordinary care as a warehouseman, and the 
owner of the goods, in an action for the value of the same, should be 
required to prove negligence as a part of his case. 

2. A trial judge is not required to submit a case to the jury unless fieve: is 
something more than a scintilla of evidence upon which a jury can prop- 
erly proceed to find a verdict for the oe introducing it, upon whom 
the burden of proof lies. 

8. In an action against a railroad company to recover goods burned in its 
warehouse, evidence that a night telegraph operator, who had an office in 
a room adjoining the warehouse, and slept therein, was intemperate in 
his habits and was drunk on the night of the fire, does not justify a verdict 


for the plaintiff. 
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Action commenced before a justice of the peace, in which the plain- 
tiff claimed damages for the destruction of certain goods and merchan- 
dise which were burned in the defendant's warehouse, at Dunn, North 
Carolina. 

The ee rendered eee in favor of the plaintiff, from which 
the defendant appealed. The case came on for trial at November 
Term, 1894, of Harnert, before Bynum, J., and a jury. 

The plaintiff introduced the following testimony: 

P. J. Petirys testified as follows: I was the agent of defendant, at 
pia in April, 1894, and am still the agent. 

The defendant’s eareioies was burned, at Dunn, on the morning of 
13 April, 1894, before daylight. Young’s goods were in the warehouse at 
the time of the fire, and were destroyed by it. The goods had been in 
warehouse for some time. They were received about 5 February, 1894, 
and had been in the warehouse ever since. The freight had been paid 
upon them and no charge was made for storage. The warehouse 
was securely locked on the night of the fire. I do not know (934) | 
what caused the fire, but I believe.it was accidental. The com- 
pany had a lot of its own property in the warehouse at time of the 
fire which was also destroyed. 3 

I did not take my goods out of the warehouse before the fire ( 935). 
because I was not ready for them. I paid-the freight with the 
understanding they were to stay there until I called for them. The | 
agent never asked me to move them. | 

‘His Honor having intimated that plaintiff could not recover, 
the plaintiff submitted to a nonsuit and appealed. = (936). 


F. P. Jones for plaintiff. — 
Junius Davis for defendant. 


-Farrctotu, C. J. At the close of plaintiff’s..evidence his Honor 
was of the opinion that he was not entitled to recover, and a nonsuit was 
taken and an appeal granted. At the time of the fire the defendant was 
not liable as a common carrier but was only liable for want of ordi- 
nary care as a warehouseman. Hilliard v. R. R., 51 N. C., 343. The 
plaintiff was required to prove the negligence as a part of his case. 
Kahn v. R. R., 115 N. C., 638. We think his Honor properly held 
that the evidence was insufficient to justify the jury in rendering a 
verdict for plaintiff. Judges are no longer required to submit a case 
to the jury merely because some evidence has been introduced 

by the party having the burden of proof, unless the evidence (937) 
be of such a character that it would warrant the jury to pro- 

ceed in finding a verdict in favor of the party introducing such evi- 
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dence. There is, or may be, in every case, a preliminary question for 
the judge, not whether there is absolutely no evidence, but whether 
there is more than a scintilla of evidence upon which a jury can prop- 
erly proceed to find a verdict for the party introducing it, upon whom 
the burden of proof is imposed. Commassioners v. Clark, 94 U. S., 
278; Ryder v. Womble, L. R. Exc., 39; Wettkowsky v. Wasson, 71 
N. C., 451. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: SS. v. Arkle, post, 1082; Oakley v. Tate, 118 N. C., 367; 
Bryan v. Bullock, 119 N. C., 194; Higdon v. Rice, ib., 640; Markham 
v. R. R., ib., 117; Weeks v. R. R., 1b., 742; 8. v. Satterfield, 121 N. C., 
560; Malloy v. Fayetteville, 122 N. C., 485; Lewis v. S. 8. Co., 132 
N. C., 920; Byrd v. Express Co., 189 N. C., 276; Brick v. R. R., 145 
N. C., 206. Aderholt v. R. R., 152 N. C., 406; McGuire v. BR. B., 154 
N. C., 386; Liquor Co. v. Johnson, 161 N. C., 76; Moore v. R. R., 173 
N. C., 814. | 


J. W. TILLETT v. LYNCHBURG AND DURHAM anpd NORFOLK AND 
WESTERN RAILROAD COMPANIES. 


Action Against Joint Defendants—Lessor and Lessee Railroad oe 
nies—Motion for New Prial—Practice—Hrror m Omission of 
Name of One Defendant. 


1. While it is the better practice to assign errors in the charge on a motion 
for a new trial below, it is not necessary. 

2. Where one of two joint defendants joined in the exception to a charge to 
the jury and in the appeal, and set out the exception in the statement of 
ease on appeal, the fact that such defendant did not join in the motion 
for a new trial is immaterial. 

3. Where, in an action against the lessor and lessee of a railroad, sued jointly 
and making a common defense through the same counsel, a new trial was 
granted for an error excepted to by both, and the lessor, being advised 
that it had an additional defense not open to the lessee, moved separately 
for a judgment on the verdict, and the lessee moved for a new trial, but 
the motion for a new trial and the exception to its refusal were signed 
by counsel ‘for defendants,” and the appeal was taken by both defen- 
dants: Held, that the mere inadvertence of counsel in entitling the motion 

for a new trial in behalf of the lessee only will not overrule the fact 
that he signed such motion in behalf of both defendants, excepted for its 
refusal, and to the error in the charge, in behalf of both, and appealed 


for both. 
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Petition to rehear the same case, reported in 115 N. C., 662. (938) 


R. O. Burton, Jones & Tillett and W. W. Kitchin for petrtioner. 
Wm. A. Guthrie contra. 


Crark, J, A new trial was granted to both defendants, 115 N. C., 
662. This is a petition to rehear the case and leave in force the judg- 
ment below as to the lessor company. As the case would still go back 
for a new trial as to the lessee company, we might have this anomalous 
state of things if the petition were granted: on a new trial below, the 
jury might find either that there was no negligence or that the plain- 


tiff was guilty of contributory negligence, and there would be a judg- 


ment standing against the lessor for $9,000 and costs for a wrong sus- 
tained by the plaintiff through the agency of the lessee, and a verdict 
and judgment in the same action that the lessee company had done 
him no wrong but was entitled to recover costs against him for his 
false clamor. The Court will be slow to so rule as to make possible 
such a condition. It must clearly appear that the lessor has been 
guilty of such neglect or failure to except, as to put it beyond its 
power to claim the benefit of the new trial equally with its co-defendant. 
In this case both defendants were represented by the same counsel, 
and while separate answers were filed the lessor company adopted the 
answer of the lessee and “relied upon all the defences therein pleaded.” 
Both defendants excepted to the verdict and judgment. The lessor 
moved for a judgment in its favor on the verdict, and the lessee for a 
new trial upon certain grounds assigned in the motion, among them 
the ground on which this Court declared there was error below, and 
which was an exception recited in the motion as having been 
made by the appellants (in the plural). This motion was (939) 
signed, “W A. Guthrie, attorney for defendants” (both defen- 
dants). The court refused both motions and the entry states that 
“the motion for a new trial was overruled, to which the defendants 
(both defendants) excepted.” The court rendered judgment against 
both defendants for $9,000 damages and costs, and the record states: 
“From which judgment both defendants appealed to the Supreme 
Court.” The defendants were sued jointly—they made a common 
fight—they had the same counsel. The ground on which this Court 
granted a new trial was an error in the charge which could be excepted 
to after verdict. Lowe v. Elliott, 107 N. C., 718. And which was 
excepted to by both appellants. The lessor company thought it had an 
additional defence, not open to the lessee, and moved separately for 
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judgment on the.verdict, but it is clear that it did not abandon the 
erounds for a new trial which it possessed in common with its co-defen- 
dant. The motion for a new trial was signed by counsel as. attorney 
for defendants (in plural), the exception for overruling the motion 
was made by him in behalf of the defendants (in the plural) and the 
appeal was taken by him for both defendants. The mere inad- 
vertence of counsel in entitling the motion for a new trial in be- 
half of the lessee, will not overrule the fact that he signed such motion 
in behalf of both, excepted for its refusal and to the error inthe charge 
in behalf of both, and appealed both. In fact, the charge (in this par- 
ticular on which this Court found there was’ error) having been ex- 
cepted to by both defendants, and both having appealed, it would 
have been immaterial if the lessor had not joined in the motion below 
for a new trial.. In McKinnow v. Morrison, 104 N. C., 354, it is said, it 
would be “the better practice to assign errors 1n the sarge on a motion 

for a new trial’ below, but that itis not necessary. That the de- 
(940): fendant joined in the exception. to the charge, and. in the 

appeal set out the exception in the statement of case was suffi- 
cient, even if.it had not joined in the motion for a new trial. Taylor v. 
Pluinmer, 105 N. C., 56. | a 

Petition. Dismiased.! 


Cited: Blackburn v.. Ins. Co., ante, 826, 


GILBERT LOGAN, Vv. NORTH CAROLINA RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Action for Pn tes eee of Piette of Lessor ee Ne a 
3 ligence a Lessee—Hellow- Servants. 


1, Though railway companies : fall within the ciasaifieation of ‘privatise corpora- 
tions, they are quasi-public and have no more authority to rid themselves 
of responsibility for the performance of the duties imposed upon them as 
inseparable from the privileges given them than they pave: ie sell any 
- property which is necessary for corporate purposes. 
2. A railroad company cannot escape its responsibility. for negligence by jaaatig 
its road to another company, unless its charter or a subsequent act of the 
_ Legislature specially exempts it from liability in such case. 
3. Alene: a. section boss has full: power to hire, command and hseatoe: those 
working under. hin, he is not a fellow-servant. | 
4. In an action against one railroad company as jeasor of another for injuries 
sustained by plaintiff, a section hand in the employ of the lessee, by 
reason of the negligence of the section boss of the latter, a complaint 
which alleges the fact of incorporation of both companies, the making of 
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the lease, the fact and nature ef plaintiff's employment, and that in re- 
moving a hand-car from the track, in response to the orders of his boss, 
the giving of which at that time was. negligence, he was struck and injured 
by a parsing train, states a cause of action. 


Aotion for damages, Sesion: injury to an employee, against the 
North Carolina Railroad, as lessor of the Richmond & Danville ~ 
Railroad, heard on Complain and demurrer before Green, ce (941) 
at February Term, 1895, of GurLForp. 


The demurrer was siatiad. and the plaintiff appealed: 
: . : a . (944) 


L. M. Soil iad Sas & Scales for PT 
F HH. Busbee and pie phere, Manning & Foushee fogs defendant. 


Avery, J. It is settled law in this State that railway companies 
are private, as distinguished from public, corporations. Hughes v. 
Commissioners, 107 N. C., 598; Durham v. R. R., 108 N. C., 399. But 
- when the power. of emcent domain is delarated for the purpose of 
enabling other companies to discharge duties for the public benefit, 
they occupy a different relation to the State and the people 
from that of ordinary private corporations, the powers of (945) 
which are given and exercised exclusively for the profit. or 
advantage of their stockholders, and are therefore called quasi-public, . 
though they fall within the classification of private corporations. 
Hence, it has been declared that these companies have no more author- 
ity to sell, separate from the franchise, any real estate belonging to 
them and dedicated. to strictly corporate purposes than a judgment — 
creditor of a county has to subject. the land on which the public build- 
ings of the county are located. Gooch v. M cGee, 83 N. C., 64; Hughes 
v. Commissioners, supra; Cox v. R. R., 10 Ohio, 372; R. R. v. Colwell, 
387 Pa.,. 337; Foster v. Fowler, 60 Pa., ‘97. Indeed, in Gooch v. McGee, 
supra, the clearest intimation is given, after approving the principle 
announced in the cases. just cited, that, but for the fact that the 
statute had dispensed with the necessity for doing so, this Court would 
have overruled 8. v. Rives, 27'N. C., 227. There is a consensus of legal 
Opinion everywhere that. quasi-public corporations cannot sell them- 
_ selves, and that their creditors cannot subject at execution sale, except 

as incident to the franchise, any property which is necessary for corpo- 
rate purposes. If they cannot denude themselves of the means of dis- 
charging their duties to the public, can they by a lease of the franchise 
and appurtenant property rid themselves of responsibility for the per- 
formance of. the duties which are imposed as inseparable from privi- 
leges granted them by the Legislature? 
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The question of the authority of the lessor company to “farm out” 
its franchise and property to the lessee 1s no longer an open one. S. v. 
R. #h., 72 N. C., 634. The plaintiff, after alleging that the North Caro- 
lina Railroad Company had leased its road to the Richmond & Dan- 

ville Railroad Company, will not be heard to insist that we shall 
(946) refuse to take notice of the adjudications of this Court in 

reference to the validity of the lease, unless the charters should 
be exhibited. 

The defendant’s counsel contend that the authority to lease being 
conceded, its exercise by necessary implication absolved the lessor 
company from all hability during the term for injuries caused by the 
negligence of the lessee in operating it. Is such an implication neces- 
sarily involved in the grant of power to lease? Or must 1t appear 
that the. State has in express terms released the lessor from the duties 
and obligations which devolved wpon it in its very creation, and which 
constituted the consideration for clothing it with nominal corporate 
powers? Upon this question the authorities are conflicting, and, as it is 
presented for the first time here, it is our privilege and our duty to be 
governed, not by the number of cases cited on the one side or the other, 
but rather by the soundness of the reasoning upon which they rest. 
Beach Pri. Cor., sec. 366, says: “A railway company executing a lease 
to another company of the exclusive use of its track and rolling stock 
for 99 years, which is confirmed by the Legislature, will be lable for 
the destruction of property by fire, caused by the neglect on the part 
of the lessee company to keep its track clear of all inflammable matter, 
notwithstanding the Legislature may have conferred on such lessee 
corporation all of the powers of the lessor. There being no clause of 
exemption in such act of the Legislature, the liability of the lessor will 
remain . . . The original obligation to answer for negligence in the 
operation of the road can only be discharged by a legislative enactment, 

consenting to and aUInOEIaNg the lease, with an exemption granted to 
the lessor company.” 

After conferring upon a ésupoeation the right of eminent domain, 

with many other special privileges which the Legislature is 
(947 ) empowered to grant only in consideration of its duty and obli- 

gation to serve the people by affording them the means of safe 
as well as speedy transportation for themselves and their property, the . 
State cannot be held to have abdicated its right to protect the patrons 
of the road who are under its care by the strained construction of a 
naked power to lease. Such a power does not carry with it the authority 
to the lessor to absolve itself and transfer its duties and obligations to 
another, whether able or unable to respond in damages for its wrongs 
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or defaults. Bank v. R. R., 25 8S. C., 22; Harmon v. R. R., 28 S. C., 
401; Nagler v. R. R., 83 Va., 107; Acker v. R. R., 84 Va., 648; Macon v. 
R. R., 49 Ga., 678; Balsey v. R. R., 119 Til, 68; Singleton v. R. R., 21 
Am. & Eng. R. R. Cases, 226;.1 Spelling Pri. Corp., sec. 1385. “The > 
lessor company (says Spelling, supra) remains liable for the perform- 
ance of public duties to private parties for the non-delivery of goods 
received by it for delivery, and for all acts done by the lessee in the oper- 
ation of the road, notwithstanding the lease is authorized by the lessor’s 
charter.” 

As we have intimated, the decisions of the courts of different states, 
and sometimes those of the same states, are conflicting, and we do not 
pretend to be governed by the greater number but the greater weight 
of the reasons given to sustain them. No matter how many leases and 
sub-leases may be made, the law attaches to the actual exercise of the 
privilege of carrying passengers and freight the compensatory obliga- 
tion to the public to use ordinary care for the safety both of persons 
and property so transported. Spelling, supra, sec. 184. On the other 
hand the carrier, who simply substitutes, with the consent of the state, 
another in his place, cannot establish his own right of exemption from 
responsibility for the wrongs of the substitute unless he can 
show, not only explicit authority to lease the property, but to (948) 
rid itself of such responsibility. Singleton v. A. R., supra. 
Where the Legislature gives its express sanction to the release of the 
lessor company from liability, there can be no question that it is exempt. 
Broslen v. Rh. &., 145 Mass., 64. 

Of the two or three reasons assigned for holding that the lessor com- 
pany is liable for the torts of a lessee, where it has legislative authority 
to demise its road, but there is no express provision for its own exemp- 
tion, we prefer to rest our ruling upon the ground that the original grant 
of extraordinary privileges still carries with it a correlative obligation — 
to perform the duties, which were in contemplation of the State and the 
corporation when the charter was enacted. The Legislature is warranted 
in granting such exclusive privileges only in consideration of services 
to be rendered to the public. Constitution, Art. I, sec. 7. While the 
compensatory obligation to use ordinary care in providing for the safety 
‘of persons and property committed to its care, as a carrier, inheres in 
and attaches to the exercise of the corporate rights by the lesseé;: we 
think that without the express sanction of the Legislature the lessor’ is 
not relieved by any implication arising out of the general power. to 
lease, but still remains subject to its original lability. R. R..v. Reylun, 
106 Tll., 534. When the State exercises’ its supreme and exclusive 
power, in delegating to a corporation the right upon the pay- 
ment of just compensation to take it for public pepese, the com- 
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pany holds its interest in the land solely for corporate purposes and 
subject to the right of the sovereign, if it fail to discharge its public 
functions, to institute proper proceedings and have it dissolved. In 
cases of dissolution, it seems that the property and franchise may be 
_ sold for the benefit of creditors and devoted to the same or 
(949) diverted to some other public purpose, and that there is a bare 
possibility of reverter. Gooch v. McGee, supra; Bass v. Nav. Co., 
111 N. C., 446; VonGlahn v. DeRossett, 81 N.. C., 467. Where the 
interest of the lessor company in the land condemned is limited to the 
right to use for corporate purposes and its franchise, which frequently 
expires in a term of years, is subject to forfeiture, in case of misuser or 
non-user of 1ts powers, we fail to trace any such analogy between it | 
and its lessee, as exists between a landlord, who is owner of the fee, and 
his lessee for years. Yet, upon this supposed analogy, many of the 
— courts have held that the hability of the railway company that demises 
its road, like that of a landlord, extends no further than the obligation 
to use ordinary care in keeping the track, road-bed, right of- way, 
station houses and other permanent structures in such condition that 
the safety of the public will not be imperiled by them, while the lessee 
is solely answerable for injuries caused by negligence in running trains, 
or the use of defective machinery. 

A part of the original obligation of the lessor company to the public 
was to furnish such trains and other appliances as would be necessary to 
provide for the safety of the passengers as well as the employees, who 
should travel on its cars, and we see no reason why that duty should 
not exist, like that to look after the road-bed, till the Legislature, for 
the sovereign, declares the lessor absolved from it. 

Resting our ruling upon the broader ground of the obligation to the 
public, which is inseparable from the grant and the exercise of the 
corporate privileges, except by the express consent of the Legislature, 
we see no force in the view of the subject which seeks to limit the scope 
of the lessor’s duty, to such as pertain to land. Under the statute, 

which this Court in Gooch v. McGee, supra, says is in affirmance 
(950) of the common law principle, the land held for corporate pur- 

poses is an incident to the franchise and held only for the pur- 
pose of enjoying the privileges granted and performing the duties im- 
posed. It seems but a narrow view of the subject to say that the duties 
attach to the limited interest in the land, and not to the franchise, to 
which the road-bed is a mere incident. 

There are, however, still other courts in which it is held that while 
the liability of the lessor arises out of the original duty imposed by the 
charter, and that the power to lease raises no implication that it can 
rid itself of its Se ny for injury to others whether due to the 
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bad condition of the road-bed, right of way or other permanent struc- 
tures, or to the careless running of trains or defective machinery, the 
lessees are nevertheless solely answerable for injuries to their own em- 
ployees and servants. Looking to the fundamental principle upon 
which we rely to sustain our position, we see no sufficient reason for 
drawing any such line of distinction. -While we know that there are 
courts which maintain, and others that deny, the correctness of this 
doctrine, yet if we apply the test, which we hold to be the true one, 
that the liability of the lessor grows out of the duty imposed with the 
privileges in the first instance, the same reason is found to exist for 
holding it liable to servants of the lessee for injuries sustained by them, 
as for those inflicted on passengers. Spelling, supra, sec. 185. A part 
of the original duty imposed by the charter was to compensate servants 
in damages for any injury they might sustain, except such as should 
be due to the negligence of their fellow-servants. The employee 
is deemed in law to contract ordinarily to incur such risks as arise 
from the carelessness of the other servants of the company, but 
where the lessor company would be liable, if it had remained in charge 
of the road, to a person acting as its own servant, we see no 
reason why it should not be answerable to him when employed (951) . 
by the lessee. Its implied obligation, in the first instance— 

to come back to the touchstone—was to compensate its own servants 
for injuries due to any cause other than the carelessness of their fel- 
lows, and the same rule must apply in its relation with the servants of 
the lessee. If the lessee would be liable, if sued jointly with the les- 
sor company, then the demurrer cannot be sustained. 

That brings us to the question whether the section “boss,” Snell, who, 
as alleged in the complaint, “had full power and authority from the 
lessee company to hire and discharge hands, and whose orders and com- 
mands the plaintiff was bound to obey, is to be deemed a fellow, when 
by his failure to stop the hand-car in time, and by his carelessness in 
directing the manner of its removal from the track in front of an 
approaching train, he caused the plaintiff to be injured. 

_ The demurrer admits the truth of the allegations of the complaint, and 
we think the facts bring this case within the principle announced in 
Patton v. R. R., 96 N. C., 455. In that case the section master, who 
was empowered, just as in this, to command, discharge and employ 
laborers, ordered the laborer to jump from the moving train. The 
order to the plaintiff was to jump off the hand-car in a cut, assist in 
removing it from the track, and to attempt to hold it against the bank 
and ont of the way of the passing train. Being unable to keep it out 
of the way of the train, the car was stricken and thrown violently against 
him, so that he sustained serious injury. Under the ruling in Patton’s 
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(952) case, there would be no question about the liability of the lessee 
company, if it had been sued, and holding as we do that the lessor 
is liable to the same extent as the lessee company, we conclude that there 
was error in sustaining the demurrer. 
Error. 


Cited: Carr v. Coke, ante, 247; Cowan v. Fatrbrother, 118 N. C.,.414; 
Barcello v. Hobgood, vb., 730; Trllett v. R. R., 1b., 1043; Styles v. RB. B., 
1b., 1090; Turner.v. Lumber Co., 119 N. C., 397; Walliams v. R. E., ob., 
749: meee: Ry hy ADL ON. 6. 526: Neon. R. R., 122 N. C,, 937: 
ae v. R. B., ib., 958; Benton v. BR. R., 1b., 1009; Prerce v. R. Tis 
124 N. C., 93; Ward v. Odell, 126 N.C., 954; Boca v. B. R., 1298 N. on 
473; Raleigh v. R. R., 129 N. C., 266; Perry v. R. R., ib., 8385; Harden 
v. &. R., vb., 857, 363, 366; Phelps v. Steamboat Co., 181 N. C., 18; 
Brown v. BR. R., rb., 458, 459; Lamb v. Innman, 1382 N. C., 980; Mabry 
v. BR. R., 189 N. C., 389; Dunn v. R. R., 141 N. C., 523; Carleton v. 
R.R., 148 N. C., 47, 49; Hail vo. RB. R., wb., 586, 597; Britt v. R. R., 144 
N. C., 252; Coal Co. v. BR. R., 1b., T47; McCullock v. R. R., 149 N. C., 
307; Parker v. R. R., 150 N. C., 484; Wright v. R. R., 151 N. C., 531; 
Zachary © R.RK., 156 N, C;; 500; . Lloyd i, Bodies 162 N, C., 496; . Hyder 
v. R. , 167 N. C., 587; ” Mitchell v. Tiation Co., 174 'N. C., 121; 
ine v. Lumber Co., ab.. "361; Dill v. R. B., 178 N. C., 610; Clement 
v. R. #.,179 N.C, 296, 230; ie R.R., 179 N. C. 511; Vann.v. 
A. R., 180 N. C., 660. 


L. V. GRADY v. RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Summons—Service on Agent of Receivers—Amendment of Sheriff's 
: Return. 


1. The court may permit the sheriff to amend his return, so as to make it 
speak the truth, and the amendment when made relates back to the 
original return. 


2. A return of service of a summons which was made on a Jocal agent of a 
. railroad company in the bunds of receivers, snd which recited that it was 
served by delivering a copy. to a person named “agent of the defendant 
company,” may be amended by striking out the word “company.” | 
8. Service of a summons upon the receivers of a corporation is service upon 
the corporation itself as fully as if made “upon the president and super- 
intendent. ~ 
4. A service of a summons upon the local agent of the receivers of a corpora- 
tion has the same legal effect as if made upon the receivers personally. 
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Action by L. V. Grady against the Richmond & Danville Railroad 
Co., heard before Hoke J., at Spring Term, 1895, of Dupiry. 

The summons was issued against the R. & D. Railroad Co., and Sin: 
uel Spencer, F, W. Huidekoper and Reuben Foster, receivers, who were 
then in charge of its property, returnable to Duplin Superior Court 
on the first Monday in August, 1894, 6 August, and was served 23 May, 
1894, by the sheriff of Wayne County, who delivered a copy of it to 
C. M. Levister, who was “the local agent employed in charge of the 
freight office at Goldsboro, collecting freight charges, ete.” The sheriff 
returned the summons indorsed, “Served by delivering a copy of this 
summons to C. M. Levister, agent of the defendants Co.” At 
the August Term judgment by default and inquiry was taken (953) 
and at December Term a jury was impaneled and final judg- 
ment entered. At February Term, 1895, the defendants, upon notice 
dated 3 January, 1895, moved to set aside the said judgments because 
they “are irregular and void and entered without any service of process 
upon the defendants above named or any of them.” 

His Honor found as facts that Levister at the date of the service of 
the summons, 23 May, 1894, was the agent of the receivers, then 
operating the railroad, and that the copy of the summons was delivered 
to him as such agent. He permitted the sheriff to amend his return by 
striking out the word “COo.,” so that the return stands, “Served on C. M. 
Levister, agent of the defendants.” He held that the judgment was 
valid and refused defendant leave to file an answer. Defendant ap- 
pealed. 


A. D. Ward for plaintiff. — 
F. H. Busbee for defendants. 


Crark, J. The power of the court to permit the sheriff to amend 
his return, both before and after judgment, so as to make it speak the 
truth, is settled beyond discussion. Campbell v. Smith, 115 N. C., 498, 
and cases cited: Clark’s Code, pp. 222, 227, 498,499. The amendment 
“related back to the original return and has the same effect as if the 
amended return had been originally made.” Murfree on Sheriffs, sec. 
880; 22 A. & E. Enc., 204; Freeman on Ex., 538. There was no ground, 
therefore, on which to permit an answer to be filed. The service 
upon “the local agent” was valid under the statute. Code, sec. 217; 
Jones v. Insurance Co., 88 N. C., 499; Katzenstein v. R. R., 78 N. C., 
286; S. v. R. R., 89 N. C., 584. “The receivers were only tem- 
porarily in charge of the corporation, in leu of the regular (954) 
officers, and a. service upon their local agent is a service upon 
them. Whether the judgment recovered will or will not be paid in 
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preference to other liabilities of the corporation, does not affect 
this question.” Farris v. R. R., 115 N. C., 600. Service upon the 
receivers is service upon the corporation, as fully as if made upon the 
president and superintendent, whose duties they are temporarily 
discharging, as they come within the term “other head of the cor- 
poration,’ Code, sec. 217, and a service upon their local agent is 
merely a substitute for, and has the same legal effect as, service 
upon them personally. Trust Co. v. h. R., 40 Fed., 426; Ganebin v. 
Phelan, 5 Colo., 85. The statute, Code, sec. 200, contains no exception 
or discrimination which requires service of summons to be made as to 
railroad companies or their receivers, more than ten days before the 
term. Here, the service was legally and duly made on the defendants 
seventy-five days before the next term. 

We concur, therefore, in the ruling of the learned judge that the pro- 
ceedings were not “irregular and void” nor “without due service of 
process upon the defendants.” His judgment is in all respects 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Manning v. R. R., 122 N. C., 827; Kissenger v. Fitzgerald, 152 
N. ©., 250; Hollowell v. R. R., 153 N. C., 21; Pants Co. v. Ins. Co., 159 
N. C., 180; 8S. v. Lewis, 177 N. C., 557; Clements v. &. R., 179 N.C, 
226, 229; Gilliam v. R. R., 511. 


(955) 
DANIEL BLUE v. ABERDEEN AND WEST END RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Action for Damages—Railroad Company—lInability for Fire Caused 
by Sparks from Engine—Strong Wind—Instructions. 


In the trial of an action for damages caused by fire started by sparks from 
a locomotive, witnésses had described the wind on that day as “hard,’’ 
“unusual,” and “extraordinary,” and the trial judge instructed the jury — 
that if the wind causing the escape of sparks from the locomotive was 
‘“gnusual and extraordinary,” and if, but for the “unusual and extraordi- 

- nary” character of the wind, the sparks would not have escaped and 

communicated the fire to plaintiff’s premises, defendant was not liable: 

Held, such charge was erroneous in that the court did not explain the 

meaning of the words “unusual and extraordinary,” so as to present to the 

jury the question whether the wind could have been reasonably expected 
at that season and in that section of the country. 


Action for damages caused by the alleged negligence of the defen- 


dant in allowing fire to escape from its engine and destroying the plain- 
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tiff’s property, tried before Brown J., and a jury, at August Term, 1894, 
of Moors. 


J. W. Hinsdale and MacRae & Day for plaintiff. (958) 
Black & Adams, W. C. Douglass and Shaw & Scales for defen- 
dant. 


Montgomery, J. The plaintiff, in his complaint, claims damages 
against the defendant for negligently permitting fire to be communicated 
from its engines or property to the lands adjoining its railroad and right 
of way, by which said fire and the spread and the extension thereof the 
plaintiff’s property was destroyed and damaged. lit appears from the case 
on appeal that the plaintiff admitted on the trial that the engine of the 
defendant company was In good condition and had a proper spark ar- 
rester; and that the only claim of negligence made by the plaintiff was 
upon the ground of rubbish on the right-of-way or upon or near the 
_ road-bed to which fire was communicated. From these admissions it 
would seem that it was only necessary to have submitted that phase of 
the case to the jury. Upon this view his Honor charged: “That if the 
jury find from the evidence that the defendant company permitted dead 
grass and straw, dried-up leaves and an accumulation of com- 
bustible matter to exist on its right-of-way so near the track (959) 
as to catch fire from the engine, and it did catch from the engine 
and the fire spread across the lands of another person to plaintiff’s lands, 
defendant company would be liable to plaintiff for damages sustained. 
There is no evidence of contributory negligence upon the part of plain- 
tiff.” There is no error here, and no exception made by the defendant. 
But the court, at the request of the defendant, made the following special 
charge: “That the defendant could only be required to provide against 
usual and ordinary weather, and if the jury should find that the wind 
which caused the escape of the sparks and fire was unusual and extra- 
ordinary, and but for the unusual and extraordinary character of the 
wind the sparks and fire would not have escaped from defendant’s engine 
and would not have communicated to plaintiff’s premises, the defendant 
would not be guilty of negligence and plaintiff could not recover.” 

This instruction must have been given to cover another view presented 
to the jury, that is, that the fire might have been communicated directly 
to the plaintiff’s lands from sparks and fire blown from the defendant’s 
engine. : 

Plaintiff excepted to the special instructions and this raises the only 
point for decision here. While this instruction seems to be unnecessary 
to have been given upon the case first presented, yet after it was made 
it may have influenced the jury and have diverted their attention from 


the very plain charge theretofore made by his Honor. As to the nature 
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and kind of the winds the testimony was variable and conflicting. Some 
of the witnesses described it in such general terms as “wind blowing in 
gusts, hard wind, blowing hard, wind blowing very hard, very windy, 
unusual wind, unusually and extraordinarily windy.” As to the 
witness who testified to particulars, some said “wind would have 
blown hat fifty yards, sparks further’; “sparks from stack would 

have blown fifty or seventy-five yards’; “wind would have 
(960) blown sparks one hundred or two hundred yards.” We 

think the exception is well taken. The instruction is all right 
so far as it goes, but the language used is too general. It contains no 
explanation to the jury as to the manner in which they were asked to 
consider the testimony, whether by comparison with other winds in the 
same climate, or other seasons of the year; or whether to be taken in 
connection with that testimony which went into the particulars of the 
wind, or to be considered as independent proof. | 

The words “unusual and extraordinary,”. as In common use, very 

often are exaggerations of speech, and in many cases, if properly in- 
quired into and explained, would be found not to be synonymous with 
“unnatural” and “unexpected.” And further, the testimony in its par- 
ticulars does not disclose any unnatural or unexpected wind. We think 
that his Honor should have so explained the meaning of the words 
“ynusual and extraordinary” in conjunction with the particular testi- 
mony offered, as to have presented the question whether or not this 
wind could reasonably have been anticipated and expected by 
the defendant in the climate and season and section of country. In 
Emry v. BR. R., 102 N.-C., 226, the judge below instructed the jury upon 
the question of negligence that “it was the duty of defendant to have 
constructed its culvert so 1t would carry off the stream under all ordinary 
circumstances and the usual course of nature, even to the extent of such 
heavy rains as are ordinarily expected. - If the defendant so constructed 
the culvert that 1t was not sufficient to carry off the water of the stream 
under ordinary circumstances (and by ordinary circumstances is meant 
the usual rainfall), even if such heavy rains are occasional, and 
by reason of an insufficient culvert the plaintifi’s land was over- 

flowed, the answer. to the first issue (Has the defendant negli- 
(961) gently ponded water back upon the plaintiff’s land?) should be 
| yes, unless the defendant has acquired the right to pond water on 
the plaintiffs land.” Justice Avery, in delivering the opinion, in sus- 
taining the ruling of the trial judge, went on to say: “His Honor, 
in addition to the language quoted from his charge, told the jury that 
the defendant was ‘not negligent if the overflow was the result of extra- 
ordinary and unusual rainfall’ ” It is not to be inferred, however, that 
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the additional words “extraordinary and unusual’ alone would have 
been a sufficient charge to the jury on the question of negligence. 
There was error in the instruction given, and there must be a new trial. 
New Trial. : 


Cited: Russell v. Monroe, ante, 780; Tankard v. R. R., 117 N. C,, 
563; Tellett v. R. R., 118 N. C., 1044; Lettle v. R. R., ib., 1078; Purcell 
v. R. R., 119 N. C., 738; Lntile v. R. R., 1b., 778; Williams v. R. &., 
ab., 750. | | 


“ LIAS WATKINS v. RALEIGH AND AUGUSTA AIR LINE RAILROAD 
COMPANY. 


Action for Damages—Case on Appeal—Delay in Service—Hstoppel— 
Injury to Passenger-—-N eglrgence. 


1. Where appellant failed to serve his countercase within five days as re 
quired by chapter 161, Acts 1889, but the appellant’s counsel telegraphed 
that he would accept service on his return home, which he did, the tele- 
gram was an estoppel on appellant, for, but for the telegram, the appellee 
might have served the countercase within the statutory time by leaving a 
copy at the residence or office of appellant or his counsel. 


2. A passenger who alights from a moving train at the direction of the con- 
ductor is not, as a matter of law, guilty of contributory. negligence when 
there was no appearance of danger within the locality where he alighted 
or in.the rate of speed of the train. 


Action for damages for negligence, tried before Brown, J., (962) 
and a jury, at December Special Term, 1894, of RricHMonp. 

In this Court the defendant moved that the Court adopt its 
case on appeal instead of the one settled by the judge. (966) 

Ii appears from the affidavit on file that the appellee’s case 

was ready to be served upon the appellant within five days, but the 
counsel for the appellant being out of town, an agent of the plaintiff 
wired said counsel to know if he would accept service of the case, and 
he replied that he would when he saw the papers. When the counsel for 
the appellant returned to Rockingham he accepted service of the case, 
and he himself sent the papers to Judge Brown, with the request that 
he should settle the case, excepting, however, to the failure of the 3 
to file his countercase within the statutory time. 


Jones & Tillett for plainteff. 


Mackae & Day for defendant. — 
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Crark, J. The appellee’s countercase was not served in the five 
days required by the amendatory act of 1889, ch. 161. The ap- 
pellant could therefore insist on his motion that his statement should 
be taken as the true case on appeal (Cumming v. Hoffman, 113 N. C., 
267) but for the fact that his counsel waived the objection by tele- 
graphing that he would accept service on his return home, which he 
did. Though the appellant’s counsel excepted when he sent the case 
and countercase to the judge, with request to settle the case on appeal 
on the ground that the acceptance was after the expiration of the 
five days, the telegram was an estoppel; for, but for the telegram, the 
appellee might have served the countercase within the statutory time 
by leaving a copy at the residence or office of appellant or his counsel. 
Code, sec. 567 (3); S. v. Proce, 110 N. C., 599. The case as settled 
by the judge must be taken as the case on appeal. 

The entire charge of the Judge is not presumed to be sent 
(967) up, but only that part having reference to the exceptions taken. 
S. v. Cox, 110 N. C., 503. The instruction excepted to is fully 
sustained by the cases of Lambeth v. fh. R., 66 N. C., 494, and Nance 
v. R. R., 94 N. C., 619. Indeed, this is a stronger case against the 
defendant, as there was evidence that the train was moving very 
slowly and the plaintiff got off the train by direction of the conduc- 
tor and with care. As the prayer for instruction, which was declined, - 
was “that if the jury believed the evidence the plaintiff could not re- 
cover,” this evidence, for the purposes of the exception, must be taken 
as true. Passengers alighting from trains at the direction of the con- 
ductor “are justified in assuming the place to be safe, and only under 
exceptional circumstances will their alighting be contributory negli- 
gence.” Bishop Non-Contract Law, sec. 1101. In Lambeth’s case, 
supra, the passenger alighted on the platform and was killed. Here, 
fortunately, he got off on sandy soil and only his leg was broken. 
The case of Burgin v. R. R., 115 N. C., 673, holds that the passenger 
is not justified in leaping from the train while in motion, unless invited 
to do so by the carrier’s agent, and when it is not obviously dangerous, 
and approves Lambeth’s case. In the present case, there was no ap- 
pearance of danger, either in the locality itself or in the rate of speed 
at which the train was moving, which made it contributory negligence 
to obey the conductor’s injunction to “step right off here, old man.” 
No Error. 


Cited: McNeil v. R. R., 117 N. C., 644; Hinshaw v. R. R., 118 
N. C., 1053; Hodges v. R. R., 120 N. G., BBG; S. v. Ridge, 195 N. C., 
657; ee R. R., 144 N. C 3; Whitfield ». R. R., 147 N. C., 241; 
Carter v. R. R., 165 N. Cc. O52. 
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LEWIS SHADD vy. GEORGIA, CAROLINA AND NORTHERN 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Action for Damages—Master and Servant—-Vice-Principal— 
| Negligence. 


1. A conductor is, in his relation to those subject to his orders on the train 
in his charge, a vice-principal acting for the company. 

2. Where a servant’s movements are directed by a vice-principal of a corpora- 
tion and the former believes that discharge from employment will follow 
his disobedience of orders, his acts under such circumstances will not 
render him culpable or guilty of contributory negligence, but will be im- 
puted to the company whose officer coerced him to act without regard to 
his own wishes or judgment. 


3. Where plaintiff, an inexperienced brakeman, was ordered by the conductor 
of a railroad company to make a coupling which an experienced brakeman 
had volunteered to make, and as plaintiff went between the cars, in 
obedience to the command, and while he was arranging a displaced link, 
the conductor, who could see plaintiff's danger, signaled to the engineer 
to back the train and at the same time shouted to the plaintiff not to miss 
the coupling: Held, that it was error to charge that plaintiff could not 
recover for injuries received in so attempting to obey orders and make 
the coupling. 


Action, for damages, tried at January Term, 1895, of Union, be- 
fore Robinson, J., and a jury. 


F. I. Osborne for plaintiff. a ee (969) 
MacRae & Day for defendant. | 


Avery, J. A more experienced brakeman proposed to go in and 
make the coupling between a car standing on the track and the rear 
car of the train, to which the engine was attached, but the conductor, 
with an oath, ordered him back and said, “No, let Shadd (the plaintiff) 
make it; how will he ever know anything if you never let him do any- 
thing?” The plaintiff then “signed the engineer down,” and stepping 
in front of the stationary car began to strike a link that had “got- 
ten crossways,” with a pin which he carried in one hand, while (970) 
he held his lamp in the other. The’ two cars at this moment 
were eight or ten feet apart; when the conductor, moving from 
the side on which he and his two brakemen were standing when the 
order was given, crossed between them to the opposite side of the track 
and waved to the engineer to back his train. When the brakeman was 
striking the link to get it into its place, the conductor was saying to 
him, “Don’t miss the coupling, as I want to get away some time te 
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night.” As the pin was brought by a second blow into its proper place, 
the conductor again said in a loud tone of voice, “Don’t miss the 
coupling.” While these urgent commands were being given, the train 
was all the while moving back, in obedience to the signal of Reid, to- 
wards the new employee, who had gone between the cars under his 
express order and was then exposed to peril that was becoming every 
moment more imminent as the train approached the stationary car. 
The engineer’s movements were regulated in direction, if not speed, 
by the conductor’s lamp until plaintiff’s hand was caught between the 
drawhead of the front car and the link he had been adjusting on the 
- drawhead of the rear car (he could not say confidently which) and was 
badly injured. 

It is a settled law in this State that a conductor is, in his relation to 
those subject to his orders on the train in his charge, a vice-principal 
acting for the company. Mason v. R. R., 114 N. C., 718, and same 
case 111 N. C., 482. It can but be admitted as a fact, looking at 
the testimony as we must do, in the aspect most favorable to the plain- 
tiff, that he went between the cars and exposed himself to peril at the 
command of the conductor, who, seeing him thus in danger, urged 
him to arrange the coupling as rapidly as possible, while he was. at 

the same time causing the train to approach him. We think 
(971) that these facts bring this case clearly within the principle es- 

tablished on the first appeal in Mason’s case, supra. This case 
is not exactly “on all fours” with that. It is really stronger for the 
plaintiff, in that the testimony sent up discloses no express agreement 
between the plaintiff and the company, such as was in evidence there, 
and in the further fact that the plaintiff in our case was sent between 
the cars by a direct order from the conductor, and was urged to expedite 
the coupling by him, he being all the while in a position to see that 
the servant had no stick, nothing but a pin and a lamp. Another 
difference is that the conductor Reid was so near that he might lave 
heard the sound made by the first lick at the displaced link, and 
seeing how the plaintiff was delayed in adjusting it, might have 
desisted from giving the signal to move back the train, till his posi- 
tion became less perilous. As the facts appear, from the testimony sent 
up, the plaintiff was selected by the company itself (the conductor 
being the embodiment of its authority), instead of another servant, 
who volunteered to take his place, was ordered to discharge a hazardous 
duty without considering his previous training or his present prep- 
aration of suitable implements for performing the work, and was kept 
in a perilous position by urgent injunctions to expedite the coupling 
till, by his order to another servant, the train was so moved as to cause 
the i injury. The plaintiff was brought within the reason upon which the 
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hability was declared to depend in Mason's case, supia, because, from 
the moment when the first command was given till the injury was 
inflicted, he was kept constantly in danger by repeated orders of an 
officer upon whose favor his choice of retaining his place depended. 
The servant’s movements were directed by a living representative of 
the authority of the company, and that he was justified in assuming 
that discharge would inevitably follow disobedience. The con- 
sequence was that, if his acts would ordinarily have rendered (972) 
him culpable, they must, under the circumstances, be imputed to 

the company which aoorsed him by the command: of its officer, without 
regard to his own wishes or judgment. The sudden order and the 
persistent urgency of the officer, while it was being executed, doubtless 
intensified the apprehension of consequences that might flow from diso- 
bedience, but neither in this nor Mason's case is 1t to be understood that 
the plaintiff’s culpability depended upon the manner of giving the com- 
mand, but upon the source from which it emanated. The error in the 
charge of the court entitles the plaintiff to a 

New Trial. 


Cited: Turner v. Lumber Co., 119 N. C., 397; Pleasants v. R. R., 
121 N. C., 496; Wright v. R. R., 122 N. C., 858; Greenlee v. R. R., 
ib., 986; Ward v. Odell, 126 N. C., 954; Haltom v. R. R., 127 N. C., 
958; Smith v. R. R., 129 N.C., 178; Lamb v. Littman, 182 N. C., 980; 
Ridge v. R. R., 167 N. C., 523; Hollifield v. Telephone Co., 172 N. C., 
724, 


STATE v. THOMAS JENKINS. 


Jurors—Misconduct of Jury-—Use of Intoxicants During Deliberation 
| on Verdict—Votd Verdict—Mistrial. 


1. Jurors, while in the discharge of their duties, must be temperate and in 
such condition of mind as to enable them to discharge their duties hon- 
estly, intelligently, and ae from the influence and domination of pa! 
drink. . 

. Where jurors purchased aud drank shickeos and “some of them were under 
its influence” while deliberating on their verdict, the verdict returned by 
the jury was null, and a mistrial should have been entered and a new 
trial granted to defendant against whom such verdict was rendered. 


The . defendant. was convicted upon the trial of an indictment fe 
injuring stock running at large,.at Fall Term, 1894, of Bzavrort, be- 
fore Mclver, J., and moved for a new: teint upon the ground of miscon- 

aye 


IN THE SUPREME COURT © [116 


STATE v. JENKINS, 


duct of the jury. Upon affidavits submitted by both the State and the 
defendant the court found the following facts: 
(973) “The court charged the jury before dinner, and they imme- 
diately returned to the jury room, which was on the lower floor 
of the courthouse, where they remained until supper time. At sup- 
per time the court instructed the sheriff to give the jury supper. 
‘The sheriff took them in a body down town and carried them to Mrs. 
Smith’s restaurant, where they got supper. They stopped at Wright’s, 
on the way back to the court house, and got some cigars or tobacco. They 
went upstairs in the court room on their return, and a deputy sheriff 
was placed with them. On that night the jury had some whiskey, one 
a pint and another a quart. Nearly all of them drank of this whiskey. | 
Some of them were under its influence. The next morning being Satur- 
day morning, the Jury having been put in the grand jury room, on the 
lower floor of the court house, some whiskey was passed through the 
window into the room. All the whiskey which the jury drank was pur- 
chased by them. There was no allegation, proof or evidence that there 
was any outside influence brought to bear upon the jury, or that there 
was any improper influence, and no misconduct on the part of the jury, 
except as above stated. The jury returned a verdict about ten o’clock 
Saturday morning.” 
The motion was overruled, and the defendant excepted and appealed 
from the judgment pronounced, assigning as error the refusal of his 
Honor to grant a new trial on account of the misconduct of the jury. 


The Attorney-General and W. B. Rodman for the State. 
Charles F. Warren for defendant. 


Montcomery, J. The question for determination is, do the findings 
of his Honor show such misconduct on the part of the jury as to vitiate 
the verdict, and to make it in law no verdict? For otherwise 

(974) the verdict would simply be erroneous, and, therefore, under 
the final control of the judge below as to his discretion in grant- 

ing or refusing a new trial. The answer to the question depends most 
largely upon the proper construction of the words, “Nearly all of 
them drank of this whiskey, some of them under its influence.” We 
think the fair, reasonable and natural meaning of these words is 
that some of the jurors were under the controlling power, sway and 
ascendancy of the whiskey which they drank. This being so, they 
were in a condition which unfitted them to discuss evidence, and to 
properly consider its weight and the effect of their conclusions. They 
were, on this account, not good and lawful men, as the law required 
them to be, and therefore their verdict was null. There was a mistrial. 


There is no room for the inference that these jurors might have been 
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under the influence of strong drink on the night before they delivered 
their verdict on the next morning at ten o’clock, and have been sober 
at and before that hour. The findings of fact show that other whiskey 
was passed through a window to the jury on that very morning. The 
law requires that jurors, while in the discharge of their duties, shall 
be temperate and in such condition of mind as to enable them to dis- 
charge those duties honestly, intelligently and free from the influence 
and dominion of strong drink. No prudent man would be willing to 
have the facts of his case passed upon by a jury some of whom were 
under the influence of whiskey. Our reports contain no case in which 
the facts found on motions for new trials for misconduct of jurors are 
the same, in words or substance, as in this case, and we do not, by 
this decision, overrule or modify any opinion heretofore rendered by 
this Court in matters of this nature.’ In some of the states of the 
American Union, drinking in any degree by any of the jurors in the 
progress of a trial vitiates the verdict. This is not the rule 

in North Carolina. In 8. v. Sparrow, 7 N. C., 487, the Court (975) 
held unanimously, “that it had been settled rightly that taking 
refreshments vitiates the verdict only in those cases where they are 
furnished by the party for whom the verdict is found.” In S. v. Bailey, 
100 N. C., 528, the Court found, as a fact, upon motion for a new 
trial by defendant, “that after the retirement of the jury, one of 
their number took a flask from his pocket and, upon his invitation, 
four drank of the whiskey it contained. None of the jurors were in 
any degree under the influence of the liquor, nor was the quantity taken 
suficient to produce any sensible effects,” and overruled the motion, in 
which ruling this Court declared there was no error. In 8S. v. Miller, 
18 N. C., 500, the prisoner offered to prove, after motion for a new 
trial on other grounds had been made and denied, that while a juror 
was absent from the body of the jury, he visited the store of W. J. L. 
to get a drink of spirits, which store stands at the distance of one 
hundred and twenty yards from the courthouse and in view of it. 
The judge refused to receive this evidence, but this Court, on appeal, 
discussed the point though sustaining the ruling of his Honor, and 
held that the matters attempted to be proved, if true, did not entitle 
the defendant to a new trial. Chief Justice Ruffin, who delivered 
‘the opinion in Miller's case, said, however, “But in the present case 
there is no suggestion that he (the juror) drank to the slightest 
degree of intoxication.” He said further: “I do not dispute that if a 
juror drank to excess so as to disqualify him for his office, it is not 
vnly a misdemeanor, but it ought to vitiate the verdict. I will not 
deny that such a case appearing in the record could be acted on by 
a court of errors.” _ 
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As we have already said, we have no reported case in which the 
use of strong drink, to the extent found in this one, has been made to 
appear. All the cases.reported on this subject are easily to 

(976) be distinguished from this. 

_ We are of the opinion that his Honor erred in refusing the 
motion for a new trial, and that there was a mistrial on account of 
disqualification of the jury because some of them were under the 
influence of whiskey while they were engaged in making up their ver- 
dict. The defendant 1 is therefore entitled to a 
New Trial. 


Cited: S. v. Tyson, 1388 N. C., 629. 


STATE v. B. 8. HART. 


Indictment for Arson—Practice—A ppeal—Charge to Jury—Failure to 
Request Instruction Until After Verdict—Exception—V erdict. 


1. An assignment of error that the court declined to charge as requested will 
not be considered where the record does not show that any instructions 
were asked for. 

2. Where there is an assignment of error that the evidence did not justify the 
verdict, this Court will consider only the evidence offered by the State. 

3. An exception taken to a charge after verdict was rendered will not be con- 
sidered on appeal. 

4. Where the trial judge in his statement of the case on appeal says that he 
recapitulated the evidence to the jury, and there is nothing in the record 
to contradict this statement, an assignment of error that the court did not 
recapitulate the testimony will not be considered on appeal. 

5. Where a bill of indictment contains all the averments that are necessary, 
the fact that it contains more than is necessary, and therefore subject to 
the criticism of duplicity, will not vitiate it. Such defects are cured by 
a verdict. 


(977)  Inpictment for burning a barn, tried before Brown, J., and a 
jury, at. Fall Term, 1894, of Craven. The defendant was con- 

victed and appealed. Such facts as are necessary to an understanding 

of the opinion are stated in the opinion of Associate Justice Furches. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
C. R. Thomas for defendant. 
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Furcues, J. The defendant, having been convicted, moves for a new 
trial and assigns two grounds for his motion: first, that the court 
did not charge the jury as requested; and secondly, that the court 
did not recapitulate the evidence to the jury. And these motions 
being denied, he then moved in arrest of judgment,. upon the ground 
that the bill of indictment was. defective. 

Defendant’s motion for a new trial cannot be sustained upon the 
first cause assigned for more than one reason. First, upon exami- 
nation of the record we fail to find any prayers or request for instruc- 
tions, and therefore cannot see that the court failed to give the instruc- 
tions asked, if any were asked. But the brief of defendant seems to 
put this part of the prayer for a new trial upon the ground that there 
was not sufficient evidence on the part of the State to justify a jury 
in finding a verdict of guilty and the court should have so instructed 
the jury. . We say evidence in behalf of the State, because we, as a 
Court, cannot consider the evidence in favor of the defendant. If 
we could, we might have a different opinion from that of the jury as 
to what the verdict should have been. ‘But if we should consider 
defendant’s exception and assignment sufficient to authorize us to con- 
sider it as an exception to the charge of the court upon this ground, 
still it does not appear that 1t was made until after the verdict was 
rendered, and when it was too late to interpose such an eronuon: oe. 
Kiger, 115 N. C., 746, and cases there cited. 

If it had. cerca from the record that the defendant had (978) 
asked the court to give this instruction and the court had 
refused to do so, it would have presented an interesting question. But 
this question is not presented as we have seen, and we can see no 
good reason why we should review the many decisions we have upon 
this line, and we will not discuss the matter further, as whatever we 
might say would be but a dictum, and we think, as a general rule, dicta 
are not profitable to the courts or to the profession. 

The second ground assigned for a new trial cannot be sustained for 
the reason that the defendant is not sustained by the facts. As we find 
the judge in his statement of the case says that he did recapitulate 
the evidence to the jury, and there being nothing in the record to 
contradict this statement, we are bound by it. This disposes of defen- 
dant’s motion for a new trial and the only remaining question is 
defendant’s motion in arrest of judgment, and we do not think this 
can be sustained. 7 

The bill is inartistically Sram-eontana. more ‘hath is necessary, - 
but all that is necessary—and may be liable to the criticism of duplicity. 
But as it contains. all the averments that are necessary we think the 


verdict must be sustained. . 8. v. Thorne, 81 N. C., 555. But this is 
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a motion in arrest of judgment and not a motion to quash. And if 
the bill is liable to the criticisms pointed out by defendant in his brief, 
such defects were cured by the verdict and cannot avail the defendant 
on a motion in arrest of judgment. 8S. v. Simmons, 70 N. C., 336. 
_ There is no error and the judgment is 

Affirmed. 


Cited: S.v. Darden, 117 N. C., 698; Riley v. Hall, 119 N. C., 415; 
S. v. Leach, ib., 835; 8.%v. Harris, 120 N. C., 578, 579; 8. v. Wilson, 
121 N. C., 657; Hart v. Cannon, 183 N. C., 14; 8. v. Burnett, 142 
N. C., 580; 8. v. Shine, 149 N. C., 481; Bawter v. Irvin, 158 N. C., 280; 
S. v. Carlson, 171 N. C., 824. 


(979) — 


STATE v. J. B. WILSON. 

+ 
Indictment for Obtaining Money Under False Pretences—Indictment, 
Sufficuency of. | 


A bill of indictment for obtaining money under false pretences, which fails 
to charge that it was obtained ‘‘feloniously” (as pequired by ch. 205, 
Acts of 1891) is fatally defective. 


InpictmEnT for obtaining money under false pretences, tried before 
Coble, J., and a jury, at February Term, 1895, of Vancn. There 
was a verdict of guilty and the defendant moved in arrest of judgment, 
and appealed from the refusal of the motion. 


(980 ) The Attorney-General for the State. 
Hicks & Hicks for defendant. 


Farrcototu, ©. J. The defendant is- indicted for obtaining goods 
under false pretences. He was convicted and he entered a motion to 
arrest the judgment, which was refused, and he appealed. 

The indictment fails to charge that the goods were obtained “feloni- 
ously” and is therefore fatally defective. This is so by reason of 
Laws 1891, ch. 205. S. v. Bryan, 112 N. C., 848; 8. v. Caldwell, ib., 
854, and authorities there cited. 

Judgment Arrested. 


Cited: S.v. Shaw, 117 N. C., 765; 8. v. Bunting, 118 N. C., 1200. 
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| (981) 
STATE vy. WALTER WYNNE. 


| Bastardy—J urisdiction—J udgment—C onstrtutional Law. 


1. The statute (section 35 of The Code) imposing a pne for begetting a bastard 
child, makes the act a criminal offence. 


2. The limiting the punishment for, bastardy to a fine of $10 confers upon 
justices of the peace exclusive jurisdiction fo twelve months after the 
commission of the offence; after that period the Superior and Criminal 
courts have concurrent jurisdiction under section 892 of The Code. 


3. The offence of bastardy is completed when the child is begotten. 


4, The provision that the court, in bastardy proceedings, may, in addition to 
a fine, compel the defendant to pay an allowance to the mother, is not 
unconstitutional as authorizing imprisonment for debt. 


5. Under section 32 of The Code authorizing the court in bastardy proceedings 
to commit defendant “until he find surety,” such a judgment, though con- 
ditional, is valid. 


‘PROCEEDINGS for bastardy, tried at January Term, 1895, of FRANK- 
tin, before Coble, J. 


The Attorney-General for the State. | . | (982) 
N.Y. Gulley for defendant. | 


Avrry, J. The statute (Code, sec. 35), by imposing a fine for beget- 
ting a bastard child, makes the act a criminal offence. S. v. Pa*sons, 
115 N. C., 730; S. v. Burton, 113 N. C., at page 655; Myers v. Stafford, 
114 N. C., at page 240. The limiting of the punishment to a fine of 
ten dollars ipso facto confers exclusive original jurisdiction of the 
criminal offence upon the courts of justices of the peace for twelve 
months from the time when the offence is committed (Laws 1889, ch. 
504); but after the lapse of a year, the concurrent’ jurisdiction of 
Superior and Criminal courts attaches under the provisions of The 
Code, sec. 892. 

When is the criminal offence complete? It is clearly when the | 
child is begotten, because the mother as soon as she becomes conscious 
of her pregnancy is allowed to complain (Code, sec. 32) and procure 
the issuing of a warrant, upon which the accused may be arraigned 
and tried immediately on being brought before a justice of the peace, 
unless the justice shall deem it proper to grant him a continuance. 
Code, sec. 34. Following the principle announced in S. v. Burton, 
supra, the Court said in Myers v. Stafford, supra, that “the question 
now being presented in such shape that it is necessary to be decided, 
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we are of the opinion that the begetting of a bastard child has become 
a petty misdemeanor.”. It was demonstrated in 8S. v. Burton, supra, 
“that a fine can only be imposed for a crime or misdemeanor or a 
contempt.” ‘ 

The charge embodied in the indictment and sustained by the proof 
upon which the defendant was found guilty was that he “on 4 October, 

1898, in and upon the body of one Mary Neal did willfully 
(983) and unlawfully beget a bastard child, etc.” The indictment 
was sent and returned a true bill at January Term, 1895, of 
the court, more than twelve months after the child had been begotten 
and the offence had become complete. Construing The Code, sec. 
892, with the amendatory act of 1889, prolonging the period for the 
exercise of exclusive original jurisdiction by the justice from six to 
twelve months, we can not escape the conclusion that after one year 
from the perpetration of the petty misdemeanor of begetting a bas- 
tard child, that, like all other offences, for which no greater punish- 
ment can be imposed than a fine of fifty dollars or imprisonment 
for one month, becomes cognizable in the Superior Court as well as 
before a justice of the peace, until the prosecution is barred by the 
lapse of time. 

The plea of not guilty necessarily involves the question of paternity, 
upon which the finding, on the issue raised by it, depends. When, 
therefore, the defendant is convicted of the criminal offence, the 
incidental authority to enforce the police regulation as pointed out in 
Parson's and Burton’s cases, supra, is immediately vested in the 
court that takes ¢ognizance of the misdemeanor. The power of the 
court to imprison for fine and costs as well as for non-payment of the al- 
lowance, and the relation sustained by the mother of the bastard and of 
the county commissioners to the judgment were fully discussed in S. v. 
Parsons, supra. The incidental authority to enforce the police regu- 
lation is expressly conferred by statute, and there can be no reasonable 
doubt about the power of the Legislature in the premises. At common 
law, in addition to the infliction of punishment of fine and imprison- 
ment for a public nuisance, the court might order that the nuisance be 


abated. 2 Wharton Cr. Law (7 Ed.), sec. 2377. So that, to clothe 


the court with some incidental power to further provide for the 
public protection, after making an example of the offender, is to 
neither transcend the limit of legislative authority nor to depart 

(984) from the practice prescribed in other cases. 
~The learned counsel for the defendant referred on the argu- 
ment to a warrant, but the record sent up is entirely consistent with 
the idea that the prosecution had originated in the Superior Court 
by the sending of the indictment after that court had concurrent. 
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jurisdiction. , If we could conceive, therefore, of any principle upon 
which the fact of the assumption of jurisdiction by a justice, where 
neither the pendency of a prosecution nor the judgment of that court 
had been pleaded or set up in bar, would defeat the jurisdiction of 
the Superior Court to try after the lapse of twelve months from the 
commission of the offence (S. v. Drake, 64 N. ©., 589), we can take 
no judicial knowledge of matters outside of the record. 

By permission of the Court the defendant’s counsel has been allowed, 
since the foregoing was written, to present to the Court some additional 
reasons for maintaining that there was error below. The statute 
(Code, sec. 31) restricts the right of justices of the peace to issue 
warrants for bastardy, to cases where the affidavit is made voluntarily 
by the mother, or upon certain grounds set forth by a county com- 
missioner, just as the Act of 1868 made it a condition precedent to 
the exercise of jurisdiction in case of assault and battery that it 
should appear by affidavit that there was no collusion between the 
complainant and defendant. But the Superior Court is a court of 
general jurisdiction, and there being nothing upon the face of the 
record fo oust its authority, 1t must proceed to try, when a defendant 
is arraigned for an offence and it appears from the indictment itself 
that a justice’s court no longer has the exclusive right to take cog- 
nizance. The rule finds illustrations in those cases where a more 
serious assault is charged and the proof sustains only a con- _ 
viction for such an assault as is, at the time, within the ex- (985) 
clusive jurisdiction of a justice. S. v. Cunningham, 94 N. C., 
824; S. v. Fesperman, 108 N. C., 770; 8S. v. Speller, 91 N. C., 526; 
S. v. Ray, 89 N. C., 587; 8. v. Russell, 91 N. C., 624. The authority 
of a justice of the peace to take cognizance of criminal actions is 
special, conferred at the discretion of the Legislature under a well- 
defined power given in the Constitution, Article IV, section 27. 8. v. 
Jones, 100 N. C., 488. There is a presumption in favor of the right- 
ful authority of a court of general jurisdiction, when upon the face | 
of the record it appears to have cognizance. The authority of a 
justice of the peace, on the other hand, is not based upon any principle 
of the common or organic law delegating and fully defining it, but 
upon the discretionary exercise of a restricted power by the Legislature. 
The consequence is that it must always appear affirmatively that the 
Legislature has followed strictly its power of attorney in delegating 
judicial authority, and that the court upon which it is conferred 
has kept within the limits prescribed by the statute. Bastardy being 
a criminal offence, prima facie, therefore the Superior Court has juris- 
diction of it. If, by virtue of the Constitution, Article IV, section 27, 


the Legislature has restricted for a time the authority of the higher 
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court and delegated a portion of it to the inferior jurisdiction, the 
latter must, like an attorney in fact, show that it has pursued the | 
letter of its power in order to establish its right to exercise it. Because 
the Legislature has hedged the justice’s authority about with conditions 
precedent, such as the making of a particular sort of affidavit by a 
specified person or officer, it does not follow that the higher court, 
which has under the Constitution jurisdiction of all offences except 
such as for a time have been placed under the control of an inferior 
tribunal by virtue of a restricted authority, shall not resume its consti-— 

tutional power when the time for which the exclusive eee 
(986) tion was delegated, has expired. 

Under the express language of the statute (Code, sec. 32), 
authority is given the court to commit a defendant convicted of beget- 
ting a child, “until he find surety” to a bond conditioned for the 
indemnity of the county and to perform the order of the court. Though 
the general principle is, as stated by counsel, that conditional judg- 
ments are void, yet should we concede that the judgment here is 
conditional, it is just such a judgment as is authorized by statute. 
If the court had attempted to delegate its authority, as in Strickland 
v. Cox, 102 N. C., 411, the order would have been unconstitutional 
and void because there is no warrant in the Constitution for delegating 
such power. It has been repeatedly held by this Court that the en- 
forcement of such a police regulation was not within the inhibition 
of the Constitution in reference to imprisonment for debt. S. v. 
Burton, 113 N. C., 655. So that there is no reason why the Legis-. 
lature should not modify a principle of the common law, if it has 
done so, in this case, pany it keeps within the purview of its own 
authority. | 

We can conceive of but one question of practice, in cases of this 
kind, that is not fully settled by recent adjudications, and to anticipate 
that now would be to give an obiter opinion. 

No Error. 


Crark, J., dissents. 


Oited: 8. v. Mize, 117 N. C., 781; 8S. v. Oswalt, 118 N. C., 1210, 
1215; S. v. Ivie, 1b., 1229; McDonald v. Morrow, 119 N. C., 675; 
S. v. Nelson, ib., 799; Si v. White, 125 N. C., 682; 8. v. Addington, 
143 N. C., 686, 688. | | 

Overruled: 8. v. Inles, 185 N, C., 735. 


580 


N.C]. FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 


“ 
a a RR RR RR RR EE ER | 


STATE v. J. I. CHAMPION. 


Indictment for Perjury—Indictment, Sufficiency of—Certified Copy 
oe itecord—Evidence. 


1. An indictment for perjury, charging the defendant with “knowing the 
said statement or statements to be false, or being ignorant whether 
or not said statement was true,” is sufficient, being in the exact words 
of the form. prescribed for such indictments by Laws 1889, ch. 83. 


2. A certified statement by the register of deeds of a county as to how much 
property was listed for taxation by defendant, not being a copy of such 
list, is incompetent as evidence in a trial of one charged with perjury, 
inasmuch as section 1842 of The Code makes competent only the ‘ ‘copies”. 
of official records, ete. 


Perjury, tried at January Term, 1895, of Frawxiry. 

There was a motion to quash the bill of indictment, in that it 
charged the offence in the alternative, ie., that the defendant made 
the statement, knowing it to be false, or being ignorant whether or not 
said statement was true. The bill of indictment was as follows: 

“The jurors for the State upon their oath, present that James I. 
Champion, late of Franklin County, on 19 October, 1891, at and in 
the county aforesaid, did, unlawfully and feloniously, commit perjury 
upon a justification on a certain undertaking before 8. G. Davis, a 
notary public, in and for the State of North Carolina, which said 
undertaking was filed:in a certain civil action pending in the Superior 
Gourt of Nash County, wherein 8. B. Ricks was plaintiff and James 
Strother, Ed. Strother and Lucius Strother were defendants, by falsely 
asserting on oath that he, the said James I. Champion, was worth 
over and above his liabilities and exemptions allowed by law, one 
thousand and seventy dollars, knowing the said statement or 
statements to be false, or being ignorant whether or not said (988) 
statement was true, against the form of the statute in such case 
made and poeriod. and against the peace and dignity of the State.” 

Motion to quash was overruled, and the defendant excepted. 

The paper which contained the alleged false oath was introduced 
in evidence, and also certain other paper-writings referred to in the 
opinion. There was a verdict of guilty. Judgment and appeal by 
the defendant. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
W. M. Person and Argo & Snow for defendant. 
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Montgomery, J. There was no error in his Honor’s refusal to 
quash the indictment. The motion to quash was based on the alter- 
native form of that part of the indictment charging the defendant 
with knowledge of the falsity of the oath: “Knowing the said statement 
or statements to be false, or being ignorant whether or not said state- 
ment was true.” The indictment in the respect complained of is in 
the exact words of the form prescribed for indictments for perjury by 
Laws 1889, ch. 88, and approved in the case of S. v. Peters, 107 N. C., 
876. The State offered as evidence a certificate of the register of 
deeds of Granville County which is as follows: 

“T, Jas. A. Norwood, Register of Deeds for the County of Granville 
and State aforesaid, do certify that W. H. and J. I. Champion listed 

| for taxation for the year 1891, as appears from the tax books 
(989) on file in my office, 414 acres of land valued at $2,300; and I 

further certify that J. I. Champion listed for taxation the follow- 
ing personal property for said year (1891): 1 horse, $75; 1 mule, $75; 
5 cattle, $25; 4 hogs, $10; farming utensils, $50; household furniture, 
$100; total $335. Witness my hand and official seal, this 5 day of 
January, 1894. J. A. Norwood, Register of Deeds, ete.” 

This certificate was offered as some evidence to show that the defen- 
dant was not worth as much as he justified for, on 19 October, 1891. 
The defendant objected to its introduction because it did not purport 
to be a copy of the tax record certified as required by law to be received 
in evidence. We think the objection was well taken and that his 
Honor ought not to have overruled it. Section 1842 of The Code pro- 
vides that “copies of all official bonds, writings, papers or documents 
recorded or filed as records in any court or public office shall be as 
competent evidence as the original when certified by the keeper of 
such records or writings under the seal of his office, when there is 
such seal, or under his hand, when there is no such seal, unless the 

court shall order the production of the original.” <A copy is a trans- 
eript of the original—a writing exactly like another writing. The 
certificates used in evidence did not purport to be a copy in this sense. 
Tf such statements as this certificate were allowed to be used as evidence 
in. courts of law, as copies, there would be danger that the interpreta- 
tions and conclusions of the officers in charge of records would often - 
be used in evidence instead of the exact words and figures of the 
original entries. The record is the evidence and must speak for itself, 
and the certificate of the register’s office is only evidence of the cor- 
rectness of the record. There is error and there must be a 

New Trial. 


Cited: Wiggins v. Rogers, 175. N. C., 68. 
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STATE v. POSS WINSTON. 


Indictment for Larceny—Confession of Prisoner, Competency of in 
Evidence. 


1. While the declarations and admissions of a prisoner, made after threats or 
inducements held out to him, are as a general rule incompetent as evi- 
dence against the prisoner, yet facts ascertained in consequence of such 
declarations or admissions, and declarations connected with and explain- 
ing such facts, are admissible. Hence, 

2. On a trial of a defendant for larceny, it was competent for a constable who 
had arrested the defendant to testify that, after he told the defendant 
that he knew about the stolen goods and that it would be best for him to 
tell, the defendant showed him where the goods were hidden. 


InpictMENT for larceny, tried before Mebane, J., and a jury, at Fall 
Term, 1894, of Nasn. The defendant was convicted and appealed, 
assigning as error the admission of evidence duly excepted to on the — 
trial and which is set out in the opinion of Associate Justice Furches. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
N.Y. Gulley for defendant. 


Furcnuus, J. This appeal presents but one question for our consid- 
eration, and that is, as to the admissibility of the evidence of eee 
a ebristable who srnecied the defendant. 

Brantley testified, under objection of the defendant, that “Poss was 
arrested; there was found soap and baking powder and matches; I 
told Poss that if he knew about where other articles were, it would be 
better for him to tell.” Counsel for Poss Winston objected to witness 
testifying to any statement made by Poss. The court allowed witness 
to testify as to what he did in consequence of said statements. . 

Defendant, Poss Winston, excepted and witness proceeded to testify 
“that he found all the articles that Murray had missed, ex- 
cept a plece of white cloth; found them in the garden where (991) 
defendant lived. They were buried in the ground under some | 
cabbage. He, Poss, pointed out where other articles were to be found. 
Poss requested to have this talk with me,’ Was this testimony ad- 
missible, is the question. 

The general rule is that, after threats or inducements held out to | 
a defendant, as in this case, “it would be better for him to tell, if he 
knew, where other articles were,” any admission made by him after 
that, would be incompetent. But there are exceptions to this rule, and 
it seems to us that this case comes within the exception. This rule is 
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not intended for the benefit of guilty defendants, but in the interest of 
truth. And it has been wisely held that simple declarations and ad- 
missions, made under such inducements, are so unreliable that the law 
will exclude them from the consideration of the jury. But it seems also 
to be well settled, that any facts ascertained in consequence of such 
declarations or confessions are admissible in evidence. And the declar- 
ations, connected with and explaining such facts, being considered a 
part of the res gestae, are also admissible. As in this case the defen- 
dant’s going with the officer, a distance of a half mile, and pointing 
out the articles stolen, and telling the officer where other articles were 
concealed, and the officer finding the articles, as stated by the defendant, 
are admissible in evidence. The reason of the rule for excluding 
such admissions as are induced by promises and hopes of favor, ceases 
in such cases as this, as there can be no mistake as to the truth of the 
‘fact that the goods were found where he said they were, and where 
he pointed them out to Brantley. 
| This doctrine is well settled in this State. S. v. Garrett, 71 

(992) N. C., 85; S. v. Lindsay, 78 N. C., 499, and authorities there 
| cited. | 

These cases, especially Lindsay’s case, fully sustain the ruling of 
the court below, and we cannot sustain defendant’s exception, without 
overruling these cases, which we have no disposition to do as, in our 
opinion, they are founded on just principles and sound reasoning. 

Affirmed. | 


Cited: S. v. Lowry, 170 N. C., 733. 


STATE v. GEORGE MILLS. 


Indictment for Murder—tInstructions to Jury—Exceptions to Charge 


of Judge. 


Where the instructions asked for are given in substance and effect, no excep- 
tion will lie because they are not given in the language of the request. 


InpDICTMENT for murder, tried before Bynum, J., and a jury, at 
September Term, 1894, of Waxe. The defendant was indicted for 
the murder of Jana Wimberly and pleaded not guilty. On the trial 
the defendant introduced no evidence and asked in writing that the 
following instructions be given: | 
1. Even if the jury shall find as a fact that George Mills inflicted 


the wounds of which Iana Wimberly died, and they shall find that 
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she died of those wounds, yet they cannot find him guilty of murder 


in the first degree unless you shall also find that the act was the 
result of deliberation, premeditation and a design formed beforehand. 

2. The jury have a right to inspect the prisoner, whom and whose 
case they have in charge, and if they shall believe from his appearance 
and all the evidence that he is incapable of meditating, premeditating, 
or pre-forming intelligently, a design, they cannot find him 


guilty of murder in the first degree, though they should further (993) 


find that he inflicted the wounds and that she died of them. 

3. Though the jury should find that the defendant inflicted the 
wounds upon the deceased and that she died of those wounds, yet 
they cannot find him guilty of murder in the first degree unless they 
shall also find that there was deliberation, premeditation, a pre-formed, 
deliberate design in his own mind to do the act, 

The court refused the instructions asked in so far as they are not 
embraced in the charge as given, which was in writing and as follows: 

1. Murder is when a person of sound mind and discretion unlawfully 
killeth any reasonable creature or being and under the peace of the 
State with malice aforethought, entire, express or implied. 

2. By sound mind and discretion is meant that the one doing the 
killing has a will or legal discretion. 

3. Malice is a wicked intention to do the injury and is of two 
kinds, express malice and implied malice. Express malice is when 
a party evidences an intention to commit the crime; implied malice is 
when a person commits an act unaccompanied by any circumstances 
justifying its commission: the law presumes he has acted advisedly 
and intended the consequences produced by his act. | 

4, Everyone over the age of fourteen years is presumed by law to 
be of sound mind and discretion until the contrary 1s proven, and the 
burden is on the defendant in this case to satisfy you, but not beyond 
a reasonable doubt, that he is of sound mind and discretion. 

5. By the law of North Carolina murder is divided into murder in 
the first degree and murder in the second degree, the punishment of 
murder in the first degree being capital; and in the second, imprison- 
ment in the penitentiary for a term of years. (Ch. 85, Laws 
1893, the act dividing murder into two degrees, was hare read (994) 
to the j jury. ) 

7. Your inquiry in this case is: 1. Is Tana or Jana Elizabeth 
Wimberly dead? 2 If yes, did the defendant kill her? 3. If he 
did kill her what were the circumstances under which he did the act | 
which produced her death? And before the defendant can be convicted 
of murder the burden is on the State to satisfy you beyond a reasonable 


gous of the truth of the first two propositions, and that the killing 
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was one under such circumstances as to make it murder in the first 
or second degree, under what I shall tell you will be murder in the 
first and murder in the second degree. 

8. Every presumption is in favor of the innocence of the defendant, 
the only presumption against him being that he is of sound mind 
and discretion and hence responsible for his acts. 

9. The State relies upon circumstantial evidence to convict the defen- 
dant of murder. Circumstantial evidence is not inherently as strong 
or satisfactory as direct and positive evidence, still if it convinces a 
jury beyond a reasonable doubt it would be their duty to rely upon it 
and to render a verdict of guilty, but if after weighing all the circum- 
stances relied on and which are proven to the satisfaction of the 
jury there is any reasonable way by which they can account for the 
death of Iana Wimberly without. saying that the defendant killed her, 
it would be their duty to acquit him. 

10. The law implies malice in every willful and deliberate and pre-_ 
meditated killing, so that if you find that the defendant and Jana 
Wimberly started to Jenks for a leopard plant and they passed by 
the Vaughan house, and the defendant, with the gun rack or a like 
heavy instrument, in pursuance of a design previously formed, inflicted 

upon the head and face of [ana Wimberly five or six blows, frac- 
(995) turing her skull and otherwise injuring her, from which in- 

juries she died, the law presumes the malice and it will be 
murder in the first degree. But malice is not implied from the 
mere killing with the gun rack or other like deadly weapon—the killing 
must have been done willfully and deliberately, and with a preconceived 
intention. | 

11. Where two persons agree to commit a felony each is responsible 
for the, act of the other, provided it be done in pursuance of the 
original understanding. or in furtherance of the common purpose. 
Hence, 

12; If you find that the defendant agreed together with A. J. Wim- 
berly and Julia Atwater and others to take Iana Wimberly to the 
Vaughan house for Julia Atwater to produce an abortion on her, 
producing an abortion being a felony, and an abortion being as follows: 
“Every person who shall willfully administer to any woman either 
pregnant or quick with child, or prescribe for any such woman, or 
advise or procure any such woman to take, any medicine, drug or 
substance whatever, or shall use or employ any instrument or other 
means with intent thereby to destroy said child, unless the same shall 
have been necessary to preserve the life of such mother; and every 
person who shall administer to any pregnant woman or prescribe for 


any such woman, or advise and procure such woman to take any 
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medicine, drug or anything whatsoever with intent thereby to procure 
the miscarriage of any such woman or to injure or destroy such woman, 
or shall use any instrument or application for any of the above pur- 
poses,” and the defendant in pursuance of that agreement carried her to 
the Vaughan house to effect that purpose and Julia Atwater killed 
her in the attempt to produce the abortion, the defendant being present 
aiding and abetting, it would be murder in the first degree, ‘if 

he knew the nature of the act he was doing and that the act (996) _ 
was wrong. 

13, If you find that the defendant agreed together with A. J. Wim- 
berly and Julia Atwater and others to take Iana Wimberly to the 
Vaughan house for Julia Atwater to produce an abortion, and I have 
just explained to you what is an abortion, and the defendant in pursu- 
ance of that agreement carried her to the Vaughan house to effect that 
purpose and Julia Atwater was not at the house, and the defendant 
killed her because of a preconceived, willful and deliberate purpose 
to kill her unless the abortion was produced, it would be murder in 
the first degree, or if he attempted to produce an abortion and killed 
her in the attempt, it was murder in the first degree, or if he attempted 
to kill her with laudanum procured previously for that purpose and, 
failing in that and in pursuance of a plan previously conceived, will- 
fully and deliberately killed her with the gun rack or a like deadly 
weapon, it is murder in the first degree. | 

14. If you find as a fact that defendant inflicted the wound upon 
Tana Wimberly from which she died, but he did not do it deliberately, 
willfully and with premeditation, it is murder in the second degree. 

15. If you find that he inflicted the fatal wounds the jury have a 
right to look at the defendant and to consider his appearance, together 
with the evidence which has been introduced, and if his appearance, 
with such of the evidence as the jury believe, satisfy. you that he did 
not know the nature of the act he was doing or that it was wrong to 
do it, he would not be guilty. If his appearance and the evidence which 
you believe satisfy you he knew the act he was doing was wrong, but. 
he was not of sufficient mind to be capable of deliberate premeditation, 
he would be guilty of murder in the first degree. 

16. If you find the defendant and [ana Wimberly went to (997) 
the Vaughan hquse and someone else struck the fatal blows, 
and this defendant had nothing to do with it, as told by him to A. J. 
Wimberly, if you believe Wimberly, he is not guilty of anything. 

17. The court then summed up the evidence, pointing out to the 
jury the bearing it had on the commission of the deed; the contention 
of the State, the contention of the defendant, the absence of motive,, 
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the fact that the defendant had a right to rely upon the evidence. of 
the State for his. defense as much as though he had introduced evi- 
dence himself. _ 

There were no exceptions to the charge further than to a failure 
to give the instructions asked by the defendant. There was a verdict 
of guilty of murder in the first degree and judgment of death pro- 
nounced after overruling motion in arrest of judgment and motion for 
a new trial. Defendant appealed. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
T. M. Argo for the presoner. 


Furouss, J. (after stating the facts): It is not contended by the 
State that the court below gave the instructions in the language in 
which they were asked. But it is contended they were given in sub- 
stance and effect, and: that is all the law required to be done. Bethea v. 
Rk. R., 106 N. C., 279, and many other cases; and upon a careful 
examination of his Honor’s charge, it seems to us that this is true; . 
that, in substance and effect, the court did give defendant’s instructions. 

The three instructions asked by defendant are very nearly the same, 
except that the second instruction asked his Honor to charge the jury 
that they had the right “to inspect the prisoner,” which was given. 

In our opinion, the 10th, 14th and 15th paragraphs of his Honor’s 

charge did give, in substance and effect, the prayers of defen- 
(998) dant. And if they did, there being no other exception and no 

error appearing in the record, we must affirm the judgment of 
the court below. 

But we have carefully examined the whole charge of the court, and 
are of the opinion that it is full and fair to the defendant, and that, 
if it does not give in substance and effect the prayers asked by the 
defendant (as we think it does), it is a correct exposition of the law 
of this State as it now exists under the statute of 1893, dividing. mur- 
der into two degrees. 8. v. Fuller, 114°N. C., 885, where this act was 
fully and ably discussed in the opinion of the Court by Justice noone 
and in the dissenting opinion of Justice Clark. 

There is no error. Let this opinion be certified to the end that the 
sentence of the court may be executed. 


No Error. 


id 
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STATE vy. JOHN MANGUM. 


Indictment for False Pretence, Sufficiency of—What Is False Pretence 
—Misrepresentation of a Subsisting Fact. 


1. To constitute the indictable offense of obtaining goods, etc., under false 
pretence, there must be a false representation of a subsisting fact intend- 
ing to cheat and which does cheat. 


2. A bill of indictment which charges that defendant in swapping horses stated 
that his horse was sound, knowing that he was not sound, and that the 
prosecutor was induced thereby to trade, is sufficient, since it charges that 
defendant misrepresented a subsisting fact calculated to cheat and which 
the State says did cheat, ete. 


The defendant was indicted and tried at September Term, 1894, 
of Wake, before Bynum, J. | 

There were two bills of indictment found at Sepiember Term, (999) 
1894, to wit: | 

I. The jurors of the State, upon their oaths, present: That John 
Mangum, late of the county of Wake, wickedly devising and intending 
to cheat and defraud, on 1 February, 1894, with force and arms at 
and in the county aforesaid, unlawfully, knowingly, designedly and 
feloniously did unto one S. H. Perry falsely pretend that a certain 
horse was sound in every respect and only about nine years old, and that 
he had had the horse for about four years. | 

Whereas, in truth and fact the said horse was not sound and was 
about fifteen years of age, and the said John Mangum had not had 
the horse for four years. By means of which false pretense he, the 
said John Mangum, knowingly and designedly did then and there un- 
lawfully, willfully and feloniously obtain from the said 8. H. Perry 
the following goods and things of value, the property of the said S. H. 
Perry, to wit: one mule and seven dollars’ i in money, with intent then 
and there to defraud, against the form of the statute in such case 
made and pr ovided and against the peace and dignity of the State. 

II. The jurors for the State upon their oaths present: That John 
Mangum, late of the county of Wake, wickedly devising and intending 
to cheat and defraud, on 1 February, 1894, with force and arms at and 
in the county aforesaid, unlawfully, knowingly, designedly and felo-' 
niously did unto one S. H. Perry falsely pretend and represent that 
a certain horse which the said John Mangum was then and there offer- 
ing to trade the said S. H. Perry was both sound and gentle; that a 
woman could manage the said horse; that the said horse was able to 
work well; that the said John Mangum had owned the horse for four 


years ; that the said horse would be nine > years old in the spring 
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(1000) of 1894, and he, the said John Mangum, had paid $175 in 
cash for the said horse. 

Whereas, in truth and fact the said horse was not sound or gentle, a 
woman could not manage the said horse, and the said horse was neither 
able nor did work well, the said John Mangum had not owned the 
said horse for four years, the said horse in the spring of 1894 was very 
much older than nine years of age, to-wit, about fifteen years of age, 
the said John Mangum had not paid $175 in. cash for the said horse, 
all of which was well known to the said defendant at the time aforesaid. 
By means of which said false pretence he, the said John Mangum, 
knowingly and designedly did then and there unlawfully and feloni- 
ously obtain from the said 8. H. Perry the following things and goods 
of value, the property of the said S. H. Perry, to-wit: one mule of the 
value of fifty dollars and seven dollars in money, with intent then and 
there to defraud, against the form of the statute in such case made 
and provided, and against the peace and dignity of the State. 

The defendant moved to quash. The motion was allowed, and the 
State appealed. _ 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
T. M. Argo for defendant. 


Furcues, J. The defendant is indicted for a false pretence, in 
trading a horse to the prosecutor Perry. The defendant moved to 
quash for the reason that the bill did not charge a criminal offence, 
which motion was allowed by the court, the bill quashed, and the 
State appealed. 

- There are two bills of indictment, which the Court treats as one 
bill with two counts. S. v. Watts, 82 N. C., 656, and S. v. McNeill, 
93 N. C., 552. So, if either bill is sufficient, the motion should have 
been refused. | 
Then the second bill, though not very well drawn, charges 
(1001) that the defendant “unlawfully, knowingly, designedly and 
feloniously did unto one S. H. Perry falsely pretend and repre- 
sent that a certain horse which the said John Mangum was then and 
there offering to trade to the said 8. H. Perry, was sound and gentle; 
that a woman could manage the said horse; that the said horse was 
able to work well.” There are other averments in this count, but we 
think the case turns upon those quoted above. 

The principles governing an indictment in this State for false’ pre- 
tences are clearly stated by Justice Reade in delivering the opinion of’ 
this Court in 8. v. Phifer, 65 N. C., 321, which has been regarded as. 
the leading case on this sup): fiom that time until’ now. » 
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It is held in that case, to constitute this offence “there must be a 
false representation as to a subsisting fact intending to cheat and which 
does cheat.” And if we have what is apparently conflicting opinions 
on this subject, since S. v. Phifer, it is not because the principle of the 
law governing such cases was not settled and understood by the Court, 
but for the reason that there has been some trouble, at times, in ap- 
plying the rule. For instance, in the case of 8. »v. H olmes, 82 N. C., 
607, almost identically the same language is used as in this case, that 
the “horse was sound and healthy,” and the Court in that case held 
that this did not charge a criminal offence. While in the case of 8. v. 
Burke, 108 N. C., 750, the language used was that the horse “was 
sound and worked well, and would not kick,” and this was held to be 
sufficient. This case is sustained by S. v. Wilkerson, 103 N. C., 387. 

These two cases seem to be in conflict with each other, and, if they 
are, we should take the last case to be the correct exposition of the law, 
unless we felt called upon to overrule it, as being in conflict with es- 
tablished authority and sound reasoning. But neither of these 
cases, nor any other case in our reports, doubts the rule of law (1002) 
as held in Phifer’s case, supra. In fact it has been quoted and 
approved in nearly every case on this subject, from the time it was 
delivered down to 8. v. Daniel, 114 N. C., 823, in which it is quoted 
in an able opvinion by Justice MacRae. So, we say, the trouble has — 
been, not in not understanding the rule, but in its application. And 
we admit that the lines of demarcation between what is an indictable 
offence and what is not an indictable offence, are so close together 
that it is sometimes difficult to distinguish between them. 

So then, leaving S. v. Holmes, supra, and S. v. Burke, supra, out of 
the case, and going back to the principle laid down in S. v. Phifer, 
supra, we think that defendant’s saying that the “horse was sound,” 
knowing that he was not sound, was a falsehood as to a subsisting fact 
calculated to cheat and which the State says did cheat. And that the 
bill, therefore, charged the defendant with an indictable SHenee, and 
Here was error in quashing ae same. 

Error. 


Cited: S.v, Matthews, 121 N.C., 605; 8S. vo. Whedbel, 152 N. C., 774. 
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(1008) | | 
STATE v. W. H. HATCH Er AL. 


Indictment of Public Officer—Public a bagnee! of Duty— 
Evidence. 


1. Public officers are responsible to the people for acts of omission as well as 
commission. ) 

2. Section 1090 of The Code creates two distinct offenses—one, the willful 
omission, neglect, or refusal to discharge the duties of an office, which is 
punishable by fine and imprisonment; the other, the willful and corrupt 
action of an officer, by omission or commission, contrary to his oath of 
office, which is pine eute by removal from office and by fine and im- 
prisonment, 

. To convict an officer of willful omission, neglect, or refusal 4 discharge his 

duty, a corrupt intent need not be shown. 

4, The sale by county commissioners of county property, at a Se osele inade- 
quate price, and for less than could have been obtained by reasonable 
effort, and without opportunity for competition, is evidence of omission 
of duty under section 1090 of The Code. 

5. Honesty and good intent are not a full defense against an indictment for 
neglect of duty if there is evidence of willful carelessness in the discharge 
of official duty, resulting in injury to the public. 


ake 


InpictmMent against W. H. Hatch and others, county commis- 
sioners, for willful neglect of official duty. From a judgment for the 
State the defendants appealed. The facts appeee. in the opinion of 
Associate Justice Clark. 


Jas. C. MacRae, with thie Atenas: General, (ce the State. 
H. A. London for defendants. | 


Crark, J. The cornerstone of our system of government is that 
it is a government “of the people, by the people, and for the people.” 
It follows, that any public officer is a public servant, respon- 
(1004) sible to the sovereign, the people. The responsibility attaches 
for acts of omission, as well as commission. For such malfeas- 
ances, the trial for some officials is by impeachment, for those of lesser 
degree by indictment and trial by jury. Section 1090 of The Code 
creates two distinct offenses. One is the willful omission, neglect or 
‘yefusal to discharge any of the duties of his office. This is a mis- 
demeanor, punishable by fine and imprisonment not exceeding two 
years. The other is the willful and corrupt action of an officer, 
whether by commission or omission, contrary to the true intent of 
oath of office. Upon conviction for the latter offense, termed by statute 
misbehavior in office, the officer must, by the sentence of the court, be 
-yemoved from office besides being fined and imprisoned at the discre- 
592. 
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tion of the court. S. v. Pritchard, 107 N. C., 921. The first offense 
is for negligence, or other misconduct in official duties, without corrupt 
intent, and is simple malfeasance, misfeasance or non-feasance. The 
second is such malfeasance, misfeasance, or non-feasance with a corrupt 
intent. | 

In this case there is no proof of corrupt intent, but the charge is 
that the defendants willfully and unlawfully neglected and omitted to 
discharge the trust reposed in them, by “selling for the sum of twenty- 
one dollars, a price grossly inadequate and less than could by reason- 
able effort have been obtained in cash, 35,000 shingles readily worth 
seventy dollars.” There was evidence sufficient to go to the jury to 
prove the charge. The shingles had recently cost the county $87.50 
and they were sold by the chairman at private sale (together with some 
lumber of his own) at twenty-one dollars, and the other defendants 
had assented to his action. There was no advertisement, and the defen- 
dants offered no evidence that they had made inquiry or endeavored 
to get a better price. The court correctly refused to charge that unless a 
corrupt intent was shown the jury must acquit, and told the 
jury if the defendants willfully and negligently omitted or re- (1005) 
fused to perform their duty, or negligently and willfully abused 
their discretion in regard to the sale of the shingles, as charged in 
the bill of indictment, the defendants were guilty. To the above charge 
and refusal to charge the defendants excepted. The jury found them 
guilty. They were fined one penny each and appealed. 

There is no exception to the indictment or the admissibility of evi- 
dence. The judge told the jury that the defendants had the right to 
sell at private sale. The conviction is not for selling at private sale 
nor at a low price, but for willful negligence in not caring for the 
county property by selling “at a grossly inadequate price and at much 
less than by reasonable effort could have been obtained.” The county 
is entitled to be protected not only against dishonesty in the sale of 
public property, but against want of reasonable effort to obtain a 
fair price. The gross inadequacy in the price obtained and the sale 
without opportunity given in some way, either by inquiry or advertise- 
ment, for competition was simply evidence offered to show Boe Hennce 
in the discharge of this duty, to obtain a fair price. 

The indictment under the first clause of the act, which is but an 
affirmance of the common law, lies against officers for willful neglect 
of duty, not mere errors of adginent: 2 Wharton Cr, Law, sec. 
1568. But we think that the charge is sufficient in this respect and 
under the instruction given by the court the jury must have concluded 
that the neglect was willful. 

In 8. v. Hawkins, 77 N. C., 494, it is held that any public officer 
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is liable to indictment at common law for any willful neglect of his 
| duties or any abuse of his powers. The sale of the shingles 
(1006) in question was a matter entrusted to the defendants as public 
officers. They did not sell them corruptly. But it is found 
by the jury that they negligently sold them at less than one-third their 
cost and at a price grossly inadequate and less than could with reasonable 
effort have been obtained for them. Was a sale made by them without 
such reasonable effort, and thereby devolving loss on the county, a 
willful neglect or abuse of the powers and duties entrusted to them? It 
would seem clear that it was. If it was not, then it could hardly be 
possible to find an instance in which the common law or the first part 
of section 1090 would apply, but public officers would be hable for no 
malfeasance except in cases in which a corrupt intent is alleged and 
proved, This cannot be the law. Whether such conduct is an omission 
or neglect of duty which comes within the first clause of section 1090 
of The Code, or is a neglect of duty at common law, is immaterial. In 
the present case, honesty and good intent are not a full defense. How- 
ever honest the defendants may be (and their honesty is not called 
in question), the public have a right to be protected against the wrong- 
ful conduct of their servants, if there is a carelessness amounting to a 
willful want of care in the discharge of their official duties, which 
injures the public. 
No Error. 


Cited: Stanley v. Baird, 118 N. C., 83; Sanders v. Earp, ib., 279; 
S. v. Ostwalt, tb., 1218; S. v. Deyton, 119 N. C., 882; Staton v. Wim- 
berley, 122 N. C., 110; 8. v. Dickson, 124 N. C., 874; Walliams v. 
Greenville, 1380 N. C., 99; Turner v. McKee, 187 N. C., 254; 8. v. 
Leeper, 146 N. C., 661; S. v. Berry, 169 N. C., 373; 8S. v. Mincher, 
172 N. C., 905; Allen v. Reidsville, 178 N. C., 5383. 


(1007) 
STATE v. W. E. WORTH. 


Indictment for Violation of City Ordinance—License Tax—Municipal 
Power to Tax Trades—Construction of Statute. 


1. The word “trade,” when used in defining the power to tax, includes any 
employment or business for gain or profit. 

2. Section 3 of Article V of the Constitution authorizes the Legislature to 
tax trades, professions, franchises, and incomes. Section 8800 of The 
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Code empowers cities and towns to levy taxes ‘on all persons, property, 
privileges and subjects within the corporate limits which are liable to 
taxation for State and county purposes,” and chapter 192, Acts 1876-77, 
confers upon the City of Wilmington authority to levy taxes on all subjects 
liable to taxation under section 8, Article V, of the Constitution: Held, 
that the City of Wilmington is authorized under the statutes named to 
levy a tax upon the manufacture and sale of ice. 


3. A municipality authorized to tax trades, professions, franchises, and in- 
comes is not bound to tax them uniformly as to amount. 


4, An act authorizing the levy of a tax by a city on a particular date will be 
construed as authorizing the levy on that date or within a reasonable 
- time thereafter. 


Defendant was charged with violation of city ordinance of Wilming- 
ton and appealed from the ruling of the mayor to the Criminal Court 
of New Hanover, at the January, 1895, Term of which he was tried 
before Meares, J., and a jury. 

The city tax laid against defendant as an ice dealer is under the 
following: “For the storage, manufacture or sale of ice at wholesale, 
with privilege of retailing, $66 per annum,” which he insists is illegal. 

Upon the trial below the jury found a special verdict as follows: 

“That on June, 1894, the defendant carried on the business of ice 
manufacturer, converting water into ice, in the city of Wilmington, 
and of selling the said manufactured product at wholesale and 
retail in said city; that they had carried on said business for (1008) 
several years, and are still carrying it on. That on said 1 June, 

1894, and for ten days thereafter, the defendants failed to pay the 
tax levied by the said city upon their business, being the tax found in 
the General Tax Ordinance passed 29 May, 1893, section 10, sub-section 
52, and have not yet paid said tax. That there are merchants in said 
city who buy and sell ice that they do not manufacture, but defendants 
are not of this class. That the said city passed on 29 May, 1893, the 
General Tax Ordinance for the year 1893, and on 6 August, 1894, the 
General Tax Ordinance for 1894, both of which are hereunto annexed.” 

The court being of the opinion that the law on the above facts was 
against the defendants a verdict of guilty was entered, and judgment 
rendered in the sum of one penny each against the defendants, and that 
they pay the costs of this proceeding. From this judgment the defen- 
dants appealed. | ‘ 

The defendants, through their counsel, assign error as follows: 

1. That the business of an ice manufacturer is not taxed by Pr. 
Laws 1860-61, chap. 180, p. 218. 

2. That the city has no right to tax an ice manufacturer by virtue 
of Laws 1876-77, ch. 192, sec. 9, or by sec. 3800, vol. II, of The Code, 


or any other law appertaining to said city. 
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(1009) 3. Because the ordinance above referred to only applies 
to such business conducted up to 1 June, 1894, and is not 
covered by the Ordinance of ponae as that was not passed until 6 
August, 1894. 
4. Because the tax imposed is not dai oeta, as the ordinance is 
generally discriminative, especially against ice foun nek ieee 


P, B. Manning with the Attorney-General for the State. 
J.D. Bellamy, Jr., for defendant. 


Avery, J. The Constitution of North Carolina (Art. V, sec. 3) 
authorizes the Legislature to. tax trades, professions, franchises and 
incomes. This power may be exercised directly for State purposes, or 
delegated by statute to the counties and towns as governmental agencies 
in order to provide for municipal expenses. The statute (The Code, 
sec. 3800) empowers cities and towns to levy taxes “on all persons, prop- 
erty, privileges and subjects within the corporate limits, which are 
liable to taxation for state and county purposes.” The amended city 
charter (Laws 1876-77, ch. 192, sec. 9) confers authority to levy taxes 
on all subjects liable to taxation under Art. V, sec. 3, of the State 
Constitution, “and also on all other subjects of taxation on which 
authority to levy taxes enumerates.’ The power to tax trades, etc., 
is superadded to the general authority to impose a uniform ad valorem 
tax on all property. | 

One of the levies made by the City of Wilmington is described in its 

tax ordinance as follows: “For storage, manufacture or sale 
(1010) of ice at wholesale, with privilege of retailing, $66 per annum.” 

Does the power to tax trades authorize the imposition of this 
tax on the defendant as a manufacturer of ice? The appeal hinges 
upon the answer to this question. The power delegated by the State to 
its political subdivisions must be exercised within the scope of a strict 
construction of the language used by the Legislature and especially must 
governmental agencies show authority of law for the levy of taxes. 
Cooley Const. Lim., pp. 636 to 638; Sedgwick S. & C. Lim., 466; 
Southerland on Stat. C., sec. 878. But while this principle is well es- 
tablished we do not think that the city has transcended its authority. 
The word trade ig often used in a more restricted sense to mean either 
the particular occupation of a mechanic or a merchant; but where it is 
used in defining the power to tax its broadest significance is given to it 
and it is interpreted as comprehending not only all who are engaged in 
buying and selling merchandise but all whose occupations or business 
it-is to manufacture and sell the products of their plants. It includes in 
this sense any employment or business embarked in for gain or profit. 
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The Schooner Nymph, 2 Summers, 516 (opinion by Justice Story) ; 
Bank v. Wilson, Law Rep. (Exch. Div.), 108; May v. Sloan, 101 U. &., 
231. We think that the city is empowered by the Act of 1876-77, 
certainly, if not. by section 3800 of The oe to impose the tax on | 
manufacturers of ice. | 

It would be “sticking in the bark” to so construe the law as to 
restrict the authority to levy to the particular date (1 January) men- 
tioned in the act. The city may every year, either on or within a reas- 
onable time after the day mentioned, alter by increasing, diminishing or 
. abrogating this specific levy on any of the subjects comprehended under | 
the terms used in the Constitution, but it was not intended that the 
right to exercise the power should be lmited to a particular 
day or that the city should be deprived of revenue upon any (1011) 
taxable trade because the authorities failed to formally declare © 
on the first of June whether each specific levy should be increased, 
diminished or discontinued for the ensuing year. We see no force 
in the suggestion that the Legislature or the city, as a sub-agency of 
the government established by it, 1s bound to tax uniformly, as to 
amount, the different subjects of taxation comprehended under the 
general description as “trades, professions, franchises and incomes.” It 
was not intended to limit the exercise of a-sound discretion by compelling 
the city authorities to make the amounts exacted for converting meats 
into sausage and for manufacturing and selling ice exactly the same. 
No such rule of uniformity is prescribed in our organic law. When the 
power delegated to a city or town is abused in this respect the Legislature 
may restrict their discretionary authority by fixing a maximum or 
minimum hmit for the tax on any or all of the subjects specifically 
taxed. But they have not done so and we see no evidence of abuse of 
power, if we had authority to correct or remedy such a wrong. 

For the reasons given we think that there was 

No Error. 


Cited: Rosenbaum v. New Bern, 118 N. C., 93; Guano Co. v. Tar- 
boro, 126 N. C., 71; 8. v. Irvin, ib., 9938; 8. v. Hunt, 129 N. C., 689; 
S. v. Danenberg, 151 N. ©., 720; Guano Co. v. New Bern, 158 N. C., 
355; Drug Co. v. Lenoir, 160 N. C., 573; Mercantile Co. v. Mount Olive, - 
161 N. C., 126; Smith v. Wilkins, 164 N. C., 140, 141; Bickett v. Tax 

Com., 177 N. C., 435, 436. 
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STATE vy. IRA J. SCOTT. 


Indictment for Selling Liquor on Sunday—Intoxicating Liguors— 
— Question for Jury. 


1. Where a liquor, by common knowledge or observation, is intoxicating, the 
court may so declare, but if it is doubtful whether it is intoxicating or 
not, then it is a question of fact for the jury; hence, 


2, Where, in the trial of an indictment for selling spirituous liquors on Sunday, 
without prescription of a physician and not for medical purposes (section 
1117 of The Code), the evidence was that the prosecuting witness drank 
four bottles of brandy peaches sold by the defendant and became drunk 
thereby, it was for the jury to determine whether the liquor was spiritu- 
ous and intoxicating. 


Inpictment for unlawfully selling spirituous liquors to one Archie 
Mathis, on Sunday, without prescription, etc., tried before Hoke, J., 
and a jury, at February Term, 1895, of Durrrn. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
A. D. Ward for defendant. 


(1015) Farretotn, C.J. The defendant was indicted for unlawfully 
selling spirituous liquors on Sunday without prescription, etc. 

The Code, sec. 1117, enacts: “If any person shall sell spirituous or 
malt or other intoxicating liquors on Sunday except on the prescription 
of a physician, and then only for medical purposes, the person so offend- 
ing shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.” 

These are direct and unambiguous words. Two witnesses for the 
State testified that they drank of bottles of brandy peaches sold by the 
defendant on Sunday, and were made drunk thereby. The defendant 
testified in his own behalf that he sold brandy peaches without prescrip- 
tion, etec.; that he kept them in stock and sold them as groceries, as 
food; that the liquid was syrup and not brandy. His Honor charged the 
jury that if they believed the evidence the defendant had sold the articles 
‘on Sunday without prescription, etc., and the question of the defendant’s 
guilt or innocence would depend on whether the articles sold were 
spirituous and intoxicating liquors, as described in the State’s evidence; 
that if they were satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt that the liquor in 
which the peaches were preserved in the bottles sold was brandy or other 
liquor, and the same contained alechol in sufficient quantities to make 
one drunk, when freely used, they would render a verdict of guilty, 
otherwise not guilty. 
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The whole evidence being before the jury, under the above charge, they 
necessarily had to determine whether the liquid in the bottles was 
brandy or syrup, as claimed by the parties, without other instructions. & 

His Honor properly gave the defendant the benefit of going to ths 
jury on the question of the quality or character of the liquid drunk 
from the bottles, although this Court has held that when the lquid, by 
common knowledge and observation, is intoxicating, the court may so 
declare; but if it 1s doubtful whether or not it be so, then the question 
of fact is raised for the jury. S. v. Giersch, 98 N. C., 720, and 
several preceding decisions. (1016) 

Affirmed. 


Cited: 8. v. Burton, 188 N. C., 578; 8. v. Parker, 189 N. C., 588 
S. v. Piner, 141 N. C., 763. — 


STATE v. B. L. PAGE ET AL, 
Practice—Failure to Except Until After Verdict—A ppeal. 


Where defendant in a criminal action made no exception to the evidence or 
instructions to the jury, but after conviction and refusal of motion for 
new trial “excepted,” without specifying anything to which he excepted, 
the judgment will be affirmed when no error appears on the record. 


Iyprormen, against B. L. Page et al. for assault and battery, tried 
before Whitaker, J., at Spring Term, 1894, of Roszson. The defendants 
were convicted and ‘appealed. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel contra. 


Fartrcitotu, C. J. The defendants made no exception to the admis- 
sion of evidence nor to his Honor’s charge. After verdict and rule for 
new trial discharged, the case states that “defendants excepted,” but 
does not specify anything to which the defendants excepted. We have © 
examined the record and find no error therein. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Burnett v. R. R., 120 N. C., 519. 
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(1017) : 
STATH v. GEORGE ARKLE. 


Indictment for Larceny—Larceny—Felonious Intent—Failure to. Re- 
turn Property Found. 


1. To constitute larceny, there must be an original felonious intent, general 
or special, in the mind of the accused, at the time of the taking or finding 
lost property, otherwise it is a trespass only and not a felony. 


2. The omission to use the ordinary means of discovering the owner of prop- 
erty lost and found raises a presumption of fraudulent intention against 
the finder, which it is necessary for him to explain and obviate, and this 
is done by showing that he endeavored to find the owner or that he openly 
made known the finding so as to make himself responsible to the owner 
for the value when he should appear. 


3. In a trial for larceny it appeared that defendant, while away from home, 
| received the property, consisting of a pocketbook containing money, bank 
certificates, and a check payable to the prosecuting witness, from his wife, 
who found it, defendant not having been present when it was found. The 
day after he returned home defendant. wrote to the bank which issued the 
certificate for the name of the owner. There was some delay in returning 
the property, caused by a feeling engendered by correspondence with the 
owner, to whom defendant explained the whole matter, and by defendant’s 
demand for a reward: Held, error to submit the case to the jury. 


CRIMINAL ACTION, tried at November Term, 1894, of Co.umsvs, before 


Brown, J. 


(1031) The Attorney-General for the State. 
Lewis & Burkhead and J. B. Schulken for defendant. 


Farrctotu, OC. J. The defendant was indicted for stealing a pocket- 
book containing money, bank certificates and a check payable to the 
prosecutor, also for receiving the same knowing that they were stolen 
property. The second count was withdrawn and is out of the case. 

In every instance there must be an original, felonious intent, general 
or special, at the time of the taking or finding of lost property, in the 
mind of the accused, to construe larceny. If such intent be present, 
no subsequent act or explanation can change the felonious character of 
the taking. If it be not present, it is only a trespass and cannot be 
made a felony by any subsequent misconduct or bad faith in the taker. 
“The omission to use the ordinary and well known means of discovering 
the owner of goods lost and found, raises a presumption of fraudulent 
intention, more or less strong against the finder, which it behooves him 
to explain and obviate; and this is most readily and naturally done by 
evidence that he endeavored to discover the owner, and kept the goods 


safely in his custody, until it was reasonably supposed that he could not 
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be found, or that he openly made known the finding, so as to make him- 
self responsible for the value to the owner when he should appear. In 
this class of cases it is material for the prosecutor to show that 
the felonious intent was contemporaneous with finding.” 38 (1082) 
Greenleaf Ev., sec. 159; Rapalje on Larceny. 

It it urged by the Attorney-General that the defendant’s delay from 
9 May to 6 June to disclose the fact that he had possession of the 
pocket-book, with internal evidence of the ownership, was some evidence 
of an original felonious intent and was sufficient to be submitted to the 
jury. If that were so, it could only relate to the receiving of the pocket- 
book from his wife, as there is no evidence that he was present at the 
finding of the lost article, and the count for receiving is not before the 
court. We do not think, however, that the evidence was such as ought 
to be submitted to a jury. His explanation is found in his letters used 
by.the State, in which it appears that on the day after his return to his 
home in Wheeling, West Virginia, from a Southern tour, he made a 
proper and reasonable effort to discover the owner by writing to the 
bank at Wilmington, which had issued the certificates, ete., and in a 
few days explained the whole matter to the owner and kept his property 
safe for him. Without this voluntary disclosure, the prosecutor had 
not a scintilla of evidence by which he could trace his property or the 
defendant. Our views on such evidence as we think should not go to 
the jury were fully expressed in Young v. R. R., ante, 982. The further 
delay in the matter seems to be the result of some feeling engendered 
by the correspondence, and because defendant demanded compensation 
or reward. This does not affect the main question. In Regina v. 
Gardner, L. & C. Crown Cases, 243, this case is found: Bougher, a lad 
fourteen years old, found a check and soon showed it to the defendant, 
who took it and refused to return it. He knew and saw the owner but 
held the check for a reward, and the jury so found. Held by the Court 
that the facts do not show any felonious intent, and that the mere with- 
holding .the check did not amount to such a taking as is required 
to constitute the offense of larceny. | | (1033) 

New Trial. a : 


Cited: 8. v. Foy, 181 N. ©., 806. 
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STATE v. J. B. McCORMAC. 
Murder in the First Degree—Premeditation. 


1. In the trial of one charged with murder in the first degree it is not essential 
that the prosecution, in order to show prima facie premeditation and de- 
liberation on the part of the prisoner, should offer evidence tending to 
prove a preconceived purpose to kill, formed at a time anterior to the 
meeting when it was carried into execution. 


2. In order to warrant the trial judge in submitting to the jury the waneation 
of defendant’s guilt, in‘a trial for murder in the first degree, it must have 
appeared in some aspect of the evidence that the defendant deliberately 
determined to kill the prisoner before inflicting the mortal wound. 


3. In a prosecution for murder in the first degree, it appeared that the defen- 
dant had gone to the house of deceased in the evening, armed; had, in 
conversation with the deceased, showh two pistols; had remained until 
2 o'clock, when the deceased was shot. That there was no quarrel imme- 
diately before the shooting. That when he fired he said, “I guess that 
will do you,” laid one of his pistols beside deceased, and remarked, “I 
reckon you will let me alone now”: Held, it is not error to submit the 
question of defendant’s guilt of murder in the first degree to the jury. 


4. If the purpose to kill has been deliberately formed, the interval which 
elapses before its execution is immaterial. 


InpictmenT for murder, tried before Brown, J., and jury, at October 
Term, 1894, of Roprson. The defendant was charged with the murder 
of Thomas Smith on 3 July, 1894, was convicted and appealed. The 

facts sufficiently appear in the opinion of Associate Justice 
(10384) Avery. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
French & Norment and Herbert McClammy for defendant. 


Avery, J. It is not essential that the prosecution, in order to show 
prima facie premeditation and deliberation on the part of a prisoner 
_ charged with murder in the first degree, should offer testimony tending to 

prove a preconceived purpose to kill, formed at a time anterior to the 
meeting when it. was carried into execution. “In order to conviction 
of murder in the first degree (said this Court in 8S. v. Norwood, 115 
N. C., 789), as the judge below properly instructed the jury, 1t is neces- 
sary that the State should show that the prisoner deliberately determined 
to take the child’s life by putting the pins into its mouth, and thereupon 
(it being immaterial how soon after resolving to do so) carried her 
purpose of so using the pins into execution and thereby caused death.” 
Tt, must have appeared in some aspect of the evidence that the accused 


deliberately determined to kill the prisoner before inflicting the wound, 
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in order to warrant the judge in submitting the question of his guilt — 
on the charge of murder in the first degree to the jury. If the witnesses 
testified to the truth of facts and circumstances tending to show that 
while they were together on the occasion when the homicide occurred or 
even during the conversation which terminated in the shooting, the 
prisoner upon sufficient deliberation to make it a fixed and definite de- 
termination, formed the purpose to shoot and kill the deceased, it was 
the duty of the court to allow the jury to pass upon the issue of guilt 
er innocence of murder in the first degree. There was, we think, 
testimony tending to show that the shooting was done after pre- 

meditation and deliberation. The prisoner had gone to the (1035) 
house where the deceased, his brothers, and others were during 

the evening and had remained talking either to the deceased alone or to 
the others with him, till 12 o’clock at night, when the deceased was shot. 
During all of that time his horse, harnessed to his buggy, was hitched. 
near where they were talking. A witness stepped out into the field, 
leaving a lamp burning, and the other members of the party drinking 
with prisoner and deceased. The pistol fired while he was out and on 
his return the lamp was extinguished and deceased was shot—the two 
brothers of the deceased being then asleep. When the pistol was fired 
the prisoner said, “I guess that will do you.” He then walked up to 
deceased where he was lying dead, and placing one of his pistols beside 
him said, “I reckon you will let me alone now.” During his conversation 
with deceased it was in evidence that prisoner had two pistols in his hip 
pockets and that in the earlier part of the evening one of them was 
stuck in his pocket with the muzzle upwards, but that later while talking 
with deceased he had the two pistols out in his hands and put them into 
his pockets in the usual position. Just before the shooting occurred the 
prisoner walked off from the deceased as 1f going out of the piazza and 
while deceased was standing with his side towards him. He turned, 
however, as he was walking away and fired at Smith, whose relative 
position still remained the same. Apart from the testimony of the 
prisoner it does not appear that deceased was even quarreling with pris- 
oner just before the latter walked down the piazza and fired. Defen- 
dant’s own version of the affair, if believed, would unquestionably put 
a different hue upon the transaction, but there was not only no other 
evidence of legal provocation but no other evidence of a quarrel, abuse 
or insult, that might have tended to show that he acted under the 

influence of sudden passion. While premeditation and deliber- (1036) 
ation are not to be inferred as a matter of course from the want 

either of legal provocation or of preof of the use of provoking language, 
yet all such cireumstances may be considered by the jury in determining 
whether the testimony is inconsistent with any other hypothesis than that 
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the prisoner acted upon a aaltbesately formed purpose. 8S. v. Fuller, 
114 N. C., 885. Kerr on Homicide, sec. 72, says: “The question whether 
there has been deliberation is not ordinarily capable of actual proof, 
but must be determined by the jury from the circumstances. It has been 
said that an act is done with deliberation, however long or short a time 
intervenes after the intent is formed and before it is executed, if the 
offender has an opportunity to recollect the offense.” The test is in- 
volved in the question whether the accused acted under the influence of 
ungovernable passion, or whether there was evidence of the exercise of 
reason and judgment. The conduct of the accused just before or im- 
mediately after the killing would tend at least to show the state of mind 
at the moment of inflicting the fatal wound. In passing upon the 
question whether the facts in a given case are sufficient to show beyond 
a reasonable doubt that the killing was done with deliberation and pre- 
meditation, while sudden passion aroused by provocation that would 
neither excuse nor mitigate to manslaughter the killing with a deadly 
weapon, is sufficient, if the homicide is committed under its immediate 
influence, yet the want of provocation, the preparation of a weapon, 
proof that there was no quarreling just before the killing, may be con- 
sidered by the jury, with other circumstances, in determining whether 
the act shall be attributed to sudden impulse or premeditated design. 

We think that there was no error in leaving the jury to find upon the 
testimony whether or not the killing was done in pursuance of a pre- 

conceived purpose deliberately formed. In arriving at a conelu- 
(1037) sion they would naturally look to the testimony as to the conduet 

of the prisoner at and about the time of the homicide, and the 
attendant circumstances, to throw light upon the question, rather than 
to a computation of the time intervening between the formation and 
execution of the purpose. } 

The guilt or innocence of the prisoner depended upon whether his 
intent to kill had been definitely formed, not upon the length of time 
that he had cherished the purpose. 

For the reasons ae the judgment Is 

Affirmed. 


Cited: S.v. ate 117 N. C., 826; 8S. v. Covington, ib., 861; 8. v. 
Thomas, 118 N. C., 1118; S v. Dowden, 1b., 1153; S. v. Rhyne, 124 — 
N. C., 854, 858; 8S. v. Smith, 125 N. C., 621; S. v. Truesdale, vb., 698; 
S.v. Bishop, 181 N. C., 761; S. v. Hunt, 184 N. C., 688; S. v. Lepscomb, 
ab., 698; S. v. Daniel, 189 N. C., 552, 553; S. v. Jones, 145 N. C., 470; 
S.v. McDowell, ib., 566; S. v. Stackhouse, 152 N. C., 808; 8. v. Daniels, 
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S. v. baa, 175 N. C., 780; S. v. Hoveince. 178 N. © 7675 Suv: Baity, 
180 N. C., 725. 


STATE v. HENRY HORN. 


I nes for ae Ee eT ere Reconciliation—Sudden 
— Provocation—Manslaughter. 


1: While threats nade in a routes and bragging manner should not re- 
ceive too much consideration from a jury, yet they are competent and 
proper evidence, and what weight they should have with a jury is a ques- 
tion for them under proper instructions from the court and a consideration 
of all the circumstances under which they were made. 


2. Where, in the trial of a prisoner charged with murder committed in 1883 
(before the passage of the Act of 1898), the evidence showed that defen- 
dant had made threats against the life of the deceased, but that thereafter, 
on the day of the killing, their relations were friendly and that the imme- 
diate provocation to the homicide was the shooting of defendant’s brother 
by the deceased: Held, that the jury should have been instructed that, if 
they found these facts, defendant could be convicted of manslaughter only, 
inasmuch as, after the reconciliation, the law would presume the crime 
to be due to the new and sudden provocation and not to previous malice. 


Inpictment for murder found in 1883, and tried before (1038) 
Brown, J., and a jury, at October Term, 1894, of Roprson. There 
was evidence tending to show that previous to and on the day on which 
the prisoner shot and killed David Butler, the two men had been-on un- 
friendly terms and that the prisoner had said that he intended to kill But- 
ler before many days. One witness testified that on the morning of the 
day on which deceased was killed prisoner had said that he had a yellow 
jacket in his pocket that was going to sting Butler before night. There 
was evidence, also, tending to show that on the day of the homicide the 
relations of the parties were friendly and that prisoner had attempted 
to pacify the deceased, who had been drinking, and had told him that he 
was a friend of his and that he, the prisoner, had had nothing to do 
with a difficulty which deceased had with prisoner’s brothers. The evi- 
dence showed that just before the killing, deceased had shot a brother of 
the prisoner, and one witness testified that when the prisoner shot and 
killed the deceased, the latter was attempting to shoot the prisoner and 
another brother of the prisoner. 
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The prisoner testified in his own behalf as follows: “The killing of 
Butler took place near my store; don’t know who came there first, Butler 
or myself; think we went there about the same time. Butler said to me: 
‘Let me see you a little. I suppose you the going to give me a good thrash- 
ing about the dithculty between me and John Horn?’ I said it was not so. 
‘Have not said a word against you. You and I are good friends. Let us 
remain so. I had nothing to do with yours and John’s difficulty. I have 
a family to provide for.’ Butler said, ‘Damn your family. My father has 
afamily.’ Butler then had his hand on his pistol and cursed me. I said, 
‘We have been good friends, let us remain so.’ Butler said, ‘Your damned 
brother has sworn to lies about me,’ and said he would shoot the Horn 

boys, and put his hand on his pistol. I said, ‘If that is what you 
(1089) are up to I'll leave.’ I tried to pacify Butler two or three times 
that day, and told him I wanted us to remain friends; that I had 
nothing to do with his troubles with my brother. I was friendly up to the 
time he shot James and attempted to shoot me. I went off to the gin 
about noon. Butler was not at the store when I returned. Gaddy wanted 
to get in the store to get some flour. Asked him if he could wait until I 
got my dinner, and he said, ‘Yes.’ Got my dinner, and went to get in the 
store to get the flour for Gaddy. As I was going into the store Butler 
caught me by the arm, cursed me and threatened to kill the last one of 
the damned Horn boys; and said, “The last one of you are a sheep-eating 
set.’ I said, ‘Let me alone. Don’t wish any trouble with you.’ I went into 
the store. While I was getting the flour someone said Butler had his 
pistol drawn on Jim Horn. I eannot say Butler had his pistol drawn on 
‘Jim Horn. I asked Butler please not to shoot. Butler’s pistol] did not fire 
the first time, but fired the second time, when he shot Jim Horn, who was 
my brother. Butler then pointed his pistol at me twice. It snapped the 
first time. The second time he threw up his pistol on me I shot him.- I 
never had the conversation with Campbell. Never had any such conver- 
sation with Ed. Gaddy. Was very friendly with Butler. When I went 
to the gin I did not expect to see Butler any more that day. Had nothing 
against Butler. I went away; was gone for a few years; did not run 
away; came back, and voluntarily surrendered.” 

No one testified that Henry Horr was not friendly with Butler on the 

day that Butler was killed, or that Henry. Horn had ever done or said 
anything to show that he was unfriendly with Butler, except as 
(1040) it may appear as herein recited. 

The prisoner contended that he was not guilty of anything 
more than excusable homicide, and if the jury should be against him ox 
that position they could not find him guilty of anything more than man- 
slaughter. Prisoner’s counsel during his argument to the jury turned 
to the court and requested that the court charge the jury that there was 
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no evidence of murder in this case, and that his Honor should so charge 
the jury, and take the question of murder away from the jury. The 
court stated in reply to the questions of the counsel that the court 
declined to charge the jury that there was no evidence of murder in 
this case to be considered by the jury, to which remark of the sourt 
the prisoner duly excepted. 

Prisoner’s counsel further contended, and argued to the jury as well 
as to the court, that in no view of the evidence could the prisoner be 
found guilty of murder, because all the malice that could be implied 
was from the killing with a pistol, and all the expressed malice that 
could be found from the evidence, was, as a question of law, rebutted 
by the facts, as proven by the State as well as the defendant’s witnesses. 

The court in reply to this argument, and addressed to it by the 
priscner’s counsel, said to the counsel that the counsel had overlooked 
in this argument one view taken by the solicitor, which was that the 
State contended that it had shown evidence of actual expressed malice, 
to be considered by the jury, other than legal malice impled by the 
law from the use of a deadly weapon. Prisoner’s counsel duly excepted 
to this remark of the court. 

Prisoner’s counsel virtually requested the court to charge that the 
shocting of James Horn by Butler and the almost immediate shooting 
of Butler by Henry Horn, the brother of James Horn, and the further 
fact that Henry Horn was friendly with Butler after the 
alleged threats and conversations rebutted any implied malice, (1041) 
and also any actual expressed malice that could be proved by 
the witnesses introduced in the case. This request was read by counsel 
from a written statement of the law, as contended for by him, and 
which he used in arguing the case to the jury and to the court. The 
court then charged the jury as follows: The crimes of murder and 
manslaughter were defined, and the jury were told that the case was 
to be tried under the law as it existed in this State prior to the Act of 
1893. That the prisoner has admitted that he killed the deceased, 
David Butler, with a pistol in Robeson County, in September, 1893. 
This puts the burden of proof upon the prisoner to show, to the satis- 
faction of the jury, but not beyond a reasonable doubt, that such killing 
was justified or excusable; or: to show such circumstances as will re- 
duce the killing from murder to manslaughter. Prisoner is not re- 
quired to show anything beyond a reasonable doubt. 

The court then charged that malice is presumed from the killing 


with a pistol under the law as applicable to this case; and in addition, _ 


it is contended upon the part of the State, that ‘i has shown evi- 
dence of expressed malice and threats before the homicide. The 
court then recited to the jury the facts in evidence relied upon by pris- 
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oner’s counsel in argument, sustaining the prisoner’s plea that the 
killing was done in self-defense. The court recited the facts in evidence 
relied upon by the solicitor in his argument, tending to show that the 
homicide was murder, and also recited the evidence in the case bearing 
upon the views of manslaughter. The court then charged: 

As to murder: 1. If the jury believe the prisoner determined before 
he went to the store that he would kill Butler, on the day of the homicide, 
and armed himself for this purpose and went to the scene of homicide, 

with such intent and purpose, and entered into the difficulty to 
(1042) carry out his purpose, and succeeded in such preconceived 
purpose of killing the deceased, the prisoner is guilty of murder. 

2. If the deceased and James Horn had a difficulty, and after the 
difficulty was over, the deceased was walking towards his horse, although 
a pistol in his hand, and the prisoner, actuated by malice, and for the 
purpose of carrying out a previously formed determination, intent and 
plan to kill the deceased, came out of the store, shot and killed him, the 
prisoner is guilty of murder. 

As to manslaughter: 38. If the prisoner was not moved and actuated 
by expressed malice towards the deceased, and was not carrying a 
' previously formed plan to kill him, but saw that his brother and de- 
ceased were engaged in a fight, and that the deceased fired at his 
brother, James Horn, and the prisoner ran out of the store, and, acting 
under the excitement of the moment, or the anger engendered, fired and 
killed the deceased as he was walking away, and towards his horse, the 
prisoner would be guilty of manslaughter. It would also be man- 
slaughter provided the jury shall believe that the prisoner, acting in 
good faith, fired in defense of his brother, and the jury shall be of 
the opinion that at the time of firing the prisoner had no reasonable 
grounds to believ e that Butler would do his brother any further bodily 
harm. 

These were the two views of manslaughter presented to the jury by 
the court. | 

As to self-defense: 4. The court explained that when a man is 
attacked by another with a pistol he is not required to retreat, but may 
slay his adversary : and then charged if the prisoner saw hig brother | 
engaged in oe himself against an attack by the deceased, who 
was armed with a pistol (the brother James Horn being anehnied: nus 
| the evidence, if believed, shows, except in respect to the stick, 

(1043) testified to by the ee) and if the prisoner believed, and. 

| in the opinion of the jury had reasonable grounds to believe, that 
the deceased was trying to kill his brother James, or to do James some 
great bodily harm, then the prisoner had a right to fire and kill the 
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deceased in defense of his brother, and it would be excusable homicide, 
and the prisoner not guilty. 

If the jury believe that the prisoner had formed a previous plan to 
kill the deceased, and was not then engaged in carrying out such plan 
and resolution, and that the prisoner came out of the store, although 
armed with a pistol in hand, and that the deceased turned on prisoner 
as testified to, and drew his pistol on the prisoner, so that the prisoner 
had reason to believe that the deceased was endeavoring to shoot 
prisoner, then the prisoner had a right to shoot and kill the deceased and 
it would be excusable homicide, and the prisoner not guilty. 

There was a verdict of guilty of murder and a motion for new trial, 
which was refused, and from the judgment thereon and sentence of 
death defendant appealed. 


The MeeieG one i the State. 
French & Norment and Herbert McClammy for defendant. 


Furouss, J. We do not think defendant’s exceptions, to the reply 
of the court to the questions asked the court during the argument of 
the case to the jury, can be sustained. We do not know whether they 
are excepted to as being out of time or-as being erroneous. But we do 
not think they can be sustained on either ground. If the exceptions are 
put on the question of time, it would seem they were made in response 
to questions addressed to the court by defendant’s counsel. And it 
may fairly be inferred that the counsel for defendant wished to 
know the views of the court at that time, that he might the (1044) 
better know how to direct his argument, and that the court so 
understood him. And whether this was the object of counsel or not, 
it ig a reasonable inference to be drawn from the questions, and we do 
not think defendant has any just ground for complaint. Nor do we 
think these exceptions can be sustained upon the ground of error in law, 
as in our opinion there was evidence in the case involving murder, man- 
slaughter and excusable homicide. 
It was admitted that the defendant killed the deceased David Butler 

with a pistol. This threw the burden on the defendant. The State then 

offered two witnesses, whose testimony tended to show previous threats 

and express malice on the part of defendant. And while these were 
denied by defendant, he offered evidence tending to show that after 
the alleged threats (which the State insisted showed express malice) 
the deceased and the prisoner had talked the matter of John Horn over, 
that prisoner had assured the deceased that he had nothing to do with 
that trouble, telling the deceased that they had always been friends, 
and that he did not want ary trouble with the deceased. And the court 
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in the case on appeal states that “no one testified that Henry Horn 
was not friendly with Butler on the day that Butler was killed, or that 
Henry Horn had ever done or said anything to show that he was un- 
friendly with Butler, except as it may appear as herein recited.” 
Evidently referring to the testimony of Campbell and Gaddy. And 
defendant insisted that if it should be found by the jury that defendant 
had made the alleged threats, that it also appeared that he (defendant) 
had become reconciled and was friendly with the deceased on the day 

of the homicide; and asked the court to charge that the law 
(1045) inferred the killing was from the recent provocation. This the 

court declined to do. And upon this view of the case we think 
there was error. 

We do not think courts and juries should give too much weight to. 
threats—often made in a thoughtless, bragging manner, without any 
purpose of ever carrying them into execution, and sometimes made 
in the moment of passion, soon to pass away with the passion that 
produced them. But still they are competent and proper evidence, and 
as to what weight they shall have is a question for the jury, considered 
under proper instructions from the court and all the circumstances 
under which they were made. This evidence made it necessary to 
submit the question of murder to the Jury. 

But to remove this testimony from the case, it would seem that the 
offense would be reduced to manslaughter, as the provocation of defen- 
dant, seeing the deceased shoot down his brother, or seeing his brother 
and ‘the deceased a few moments after the deceased had shot down 
defendant’s brother, was very great. Therefore. it became of the ut- 
most importance in the trial that the court should properly charge 
and instruct the jury as tothe law of previous threats tending to show 
express malice, as affected by an after reconciliation. This the court 
did not do. The court should have charged the jury that every question 
of fact necessary for the conviction of defendant and every question 
of fact necessary for defendant’s defense, should be found, from the 
evidence in the case, to be true. That if the defendant did make the 
threats, as testified to by the witnesses for the State, then this would 
tend to show express malice on the part of the defendant. But if they 
should so find, then they should consider the evidence offered by the 
defendant tending to show a reconciliation on the part of the defendant, 

and that defendant after the threats was friendly with fe 
(1046) deceased. And if they should find from the evidence that he 
was, then the law no longer attributed the killing to previous 
malice, but inferred it was from the new and sudden provocation. S. t. 
Barnwell, 80 N. C., 466. And if it was done under the new provocation, 
the defendant would not be guilty of murder but only of manslaught#:. 
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S. v. Hill, 20 N. C., 629; 8S. v. Ta-cha-na-tah, 64 N. C., 614; 8. 2 
Jacob Johnson, 47 N. C., 247; S. v. Matthews, 78 N. C., 523. 

In this opinion we have not considered the question of self-defense 
as it was not necessary that we should do so, and merely mention it 
here to show that we have not considered it. 

We notice his Honor (doubtless through inadvertence, as we find the | 
same thing in other cases) in charging the Jury uses the expression 
“believe” where we think he should have said, if you “find as a fact 
from the evidence.” We merely mention this, as we see it in this case, 
and in other cases. But in this opinion, we have laid no stress upon 
this matter, and do not consider it in making up our judgment. 

There is error in the matter pointed out in this opinion, for which 
defendant is entitled to a 

New Trial. 


Cited: S. v. Byrd, 121 N. C., 686. 


| | (1047) 
STATE vy. JULIUS ROBINSON. 


Indictment for Carrying Concealed Weapons—Former Conviction— 
Appeal by State. 


1. A single act may be an offense against two statutes, and if each statute 
requires proof of an additional fact which the other does not, an acquittal 
or conviction under either statute does not exempt the defendant from 
prosecution and punishment under the other. 


2. An assault with a deadly weapon is an entirely separate and distinct Shenae 
from that of “carrying concealed weapon,” the assault being a complete 
offense whether the weapon is carried secretly or openly. 

38. A conviction of assault with a deadly weapon will not sustain a plea of 
former conviction in a subsequent trial for carrying a concealed weapon. 


4, Where the jury returns a special verdict on the facts and the court enters 
a verdict thereon of not guilty, the State may appeal. 


InprotmentT for carrying a concealed weapon, to-wit, a pistol, tried 
before Norwood, J., and a jury, at April Term, 1895, of Brunswicx. 
The defendant pleaded not guilty and “former conviction.” The jury 
found the following special verdict: “That on 1 March, 1895, in the 
county of Brunswick, the defendant had and carried concealed about 
his person while off his own premises a certain pistol as charged in the 
indictment; that at April Term, 1895, of this court the said defendant 
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was tried and convicted upon an indictment for an assault and battery 
committed 1 March, 1895, upon one John Billups with a certain deadly 
weapon, to-wit, the pistol before mentioned; that the time of carrying 
the concealed weapon as aforesaid was the same time at which the 
assault and battery upon Billups was committed and for which the de- 
fendant was convicted as aforesaid. If upon this state of facts the court 
is of opinion that the defendant is guilty, then the jury find him guilty, 
otherwise not guilty.” 

Upon the special verdict the court adjudged the sorta not 
guilty and from a aera discharging the prisoner, the State ap- 
pealed. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel contra. 


(1048)  Cxarx, J... In 8. v. Stevens, 114 N. C., 878, it is said, 

“A single act may be an offense against two statutes and if 
each statute requires proof of an additional fact, which the other does 
not, an acquittal or conviction under either statute does not exempt 
the defendant from prosecution. and punishment under the other.” 
Accordingly it was there held that the same act of selling a single glass 
of liquor might be separately punished by the United States, by the 
State and by the city, if sold without a license from each. While the 
act 1s one, the offenses are different. S. v. Yancy, 4 N. C., 133; 8. v. 
Reid, 115 N. C., 741. Here, however, the acts are separate, “assault- 
ing” and “carrying concealed weapon.” The assault is an entirely 
separate and distinct offense from that of carrying a concealed wea- 
pon, and it does not alter the case that the assault was made with 
a weapon illegally concealed.. The assault with a deadly weapon is 
a complete offense whether the. weapon is carried concealed or 
openly. The offense of carrying a concealed weapon is complete, 
irrespective of the fact that an assault is or 1s not committed with it. 
Therefore the conviction for an assault with deadly weapon will not 
sustain a plea of former conviction in a subsequent trial for carrying 
a concealed weapon. S. v. Nash, 86 N. C., 650; 8. v, panorgan 95 N.C., 
641. 

It was sufficient upon the special verdict for the court to have judg- 
ment that the defendant was or was not guilty, but the entry upon such 
opinion of a verdict of not guilty worked no harm and did not prevent 
the appeal by the State. S. v. Hwing, 108 N. C., 755; 8. vo. Spra:. 113 
N. C., 686; 8. v. Gillikin, 114 N. C., 882. 

Upon the facts found by the special verdict a judgment of guilty 
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should have been entered. The case will be remanded that 1t may be so 
entered and sentence passed on the defendant in accordance therewith. 
S.v. Cody, 111 N. C., 725. | 

Reversed. 


Cited: 8. v. Lawson, 123 N. C., 742; 8. v. Smith, 126 N. C., 1059; 
S. v. Taylor, 188 N. C., 759; 8S. v. Lytle, 188 N. C., 740; S. v. Hooker, 
145 N. C., 584; 8. v. Ditmore, 177 N. C., 594. | 


| (1049) 
STATE vy. JOEL LILLY. 


Indictment for Carrying Concealed Weapons—Presumption—Evidence. 


1. The gist of the offense of carrying a concealed weapon is the manner of 
carrying it—the offense being not the carrying of a weapon but the carry- 
ing a concealed weapon. 

2. The statute (section 1005 of The Code) raises a presumption that the 
weapon is concealed upon proof that the defendant has it about his person 
off his own premises, 


3. Where, in the trial of an indictment for carrying a concealed weapon, it 
appeared in evidence that the defendant, while off his own premises, had 
a pistol on his person under his overcoat, but it was not shown whether 
the overcoat was worn open or buttoned, and there was also evidence that 
the pistol could be seen: Held, that it was error to instruct the jury that 
if they believed the testimony the defendant was guilty, inasmuch as it 
was a matter for the jury, and not for the judge, to determine whether 
the evidence was sufficient to rebut the presumption of concealment raised 
by the statute and whether or not the weapon was in fact concealed. 


Inpicrment for carrying a pistol concealed about the person of the 
defendant, tried at Spring Term, 1895, of STanty, before Robison, J., 
and a jury. 

Tine Christian, a witness for the State, testified that she saw the defen- 
dant off his own premises with a pistol in a belt around his body; that 
the defendant had on his overcoat, but that the pistol could be seen, 
either when the defendant was sitting down or standing up. 

The defendant introduced no testimony and the court charged the 
jury, that if they believed the evidence the defendant was guilty. 

There was a verdict of guilty and the court gave judgment imposing 
a fine, from which judgment the defendant appealed. 


The Attorney-General for the State. (1050) 
Bennett & Bennett for defendant. | | 
6138 


IN THE SUPREME COURT f116— 
STATE v. MILLS. 


Crark, J. The statute raises a presumption that the weapon is con- 
cealed upon proof that defendant has it about his person off his own 
premises. The Code, sec. 1005. The defendant to rebut this presump- 
tion relies on the evidence “that the pistol could be seen either when: the 
defendant was sitting down or standing up.” On the other hand, the 
State relies on the fact that the defendant had it on under his overcoat. 
Tt does not appear how the overcoat was worn, whether open, displaying 
the weapon, or partly buttoned up. It could not have. been buttoned up 
entirely, since the weapon “could be seen.” Whether the presumption 
of concealment was rebutted, whether the weapon was in fact concealed, 
but a close scrutiny might have enabled one to see it, or whether in fact 
it was worn openly, the overcoat unintentionally in certain positions 
obstructing the view, was a question which should have been left to the 
jury. The indictment is for carrying a concealed weapon, not for 
simply carrying the weapon. S. v. Dixon, 114 N. C., 850. The gist of 
the offense is the manner of carrying it. The jury should have been told 
that the burden was on the defendant to rebut the presumption of con- 
cealment, and upon the evidence whether that presumption had been 
rebutted, should have been left to them under proper instructions. Pos- 
sibly his Honor’s view on the facts was right, if he had been sitting as 
a juror, but as different conclusions might have been drawn from the 

evidence, the case should have been left to a jury. 
New Trial. | 


Cited: 8S. v. Hinnant, 120 N. C., 573; 8S. v. Reams, 121 N. C., 557; 
S. v. Boone, 182 N. C., 1110; S. v. Summons, 143 N. C., 617; 8S. »v. 
R. B., 145 N. C., 572; 8. v. R. B., 149 N. C., 474; Westfelt v. Adams, 
159 N. C.,. 424. 


(1051) | 
STATE vy. RED MILLS. 


Indictment for Slandering Innocent Woman—Slander—Hiidence— 
Word Spoken or Written Before Action Begun—Animus. 


1. Words written or spoken before or after those which form the basis of an 
action or indictment for slander are admissible to show the animus of the 
defendant, also the mode and extent of their repetition. 


2. On trial for slander of a woman, after the defendant, as a witness, had 
admitted the innocence of the prosecutrix, and had undertaken to. justify 
the words spoken on the ground that he had only repeated a rumor, with-. 
out wrong motive, an affidavit made by him, at a prior term of court, to 
secure a continuance on the ground of the absence of a witness by whom 

he expected to prove the unchastity of the prosecutrix, was properly 


admitted. 
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InpictmenT for slandering an innocent woman, tried before Robinson, 
J., at Spring Term, 1895, of Untow. The defendant was convicted 
and appealed. The facts and ground of appeal are set out in the opinion 
of Chief Justice Fairctoth. 


The Attorney-General for the State, 
No counsel contra. 


FatrctotH, C. J. The defendant was indicted for slandering an in- 
nocent woman. At some term of court before the trial term, the defen- 
dant filed an affidavit for a continuance, because of the absence of certain 
witnesses by whom he expected to prove an actual, sexual intercourse of 
the prosecutrix with another person. 

At the trial, after the State rested its case, the defendant caused 
himself to be examined as a witness in his own behalf, when he admitted 
the innocence and virtue of the prosecutrix and undertook to 
justify the words spoken by swearing that he was simply repeat- (1052) 
ing a rumor that he had heard; that he meant no harm by it 
and that he had requested the party to say nothing about it. After de- 
fendant’s evidence was closed the State offered the affidavit above 
referred to for the purpose of showing defendant’s animus in speaking 
the words charged in the indictment. This evidence was objected to, 
but admitted, and the defendant excepted. Verdict of guilty. 

The affidavit was competent evidence. The plea of justification put 
on the record is an aggravation, if the defendant either abandons the 
plea at the trial or fails to prove it. Words written or spoken before or 
after those sued on are admissible to show the animus of the defendant, 
also the mode and extent of their repetition. Odgers Libel and Slander, 
secs. 178, 272; Folkard’s Stookey on Slander and L., sec. 580; Newell - 
Defamation, S. and L., page 331, sec. 31, page 348, secs. 56, 58. -Any 
words spoken before or after action begun, are competent'to show the 
degree of malice. Brittain v. Allen, 18 N. C., 125; James v. Clarke, 
23 N.C., 397. 

No Error. 


Oited: S. v. Howard, 169 N. C., 314. 
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(1053) 
STATE v. L. A. CROWELL. 


[ndictment for Seduction Under Promise of Marriage—Deceit—Statute 
of Limitation—Instructions--Sentence. 


1. Deceit being the very essence of the offense, the statute (section 1177 of 
The Code) exempting certain crimes, including deceit, from the two years 
statute of limitations, applies to the offense of seduction under promise 
of marriage. 


2. Although, where there is a request that the charge of the trial judge shall 
be put in writing, the entire charge must be written, yet this rule does 
not forbid any and all oral expressions from the presiding judge. Hence, 
where, by an expression to the jury, the defendant, in the trial of an 
indictment, got the benefit of a prayer for instructions, the defendant 
cannot complain that it was not put in writing. 


3. A “virtuous woman,” within the meaning of the statute, is one “who has 
never had illicit intercourse and who is chaste and pure,” and it was not 
error in the trial of a defendant charged with seduction under promise of 
marriage to refuse to add to such definition the words ‘and she must 
have a mind free from lustful and lascivious desires.” 


4. Chapter 248, Acts 1885, providing that one convicted of seduction under 
promise of marriage “shall be fined or imprisoned,” at the discretion of 
the court, does not authorize the imposition of both fine and imprisonment. 


5. The fact that a sentence both of fine and imprisonment was imposed, when 
only one was authorized, does not entitle defendant to a new trial, but 
the case will be remanded for proper sentence. 


InpicrMEnT for seduction of an innocent and virtuous woman, under 
promise of marriage, found at Spring Term, 1895, of Carawsna, before 
Timberlake, J., and a jury. 

Miss Etta Propst, the prosecutrix, testified: “I am twenty-two years 
old; have lived always in Catawba County. First met defendant when I 
was about twelve years old. He was living in Lincoln County, about 
one and a half miles from where I lived. I was an innocent woman up 
to the time I became intimate with defendant. We were engaged to be 
married; engagement was made when I was sixteen years old. He paid 
attention to me as a friend with all respect he could; made evening calls; 
went out riding; to my sister’s reception and to his own house; he 
brought his sisters to see me often; he took me to his house once or 
twice; took me to sociables; to Mr. Dellinger’s and Mr. Reinhardt’s; 

paid attention to me at church and respected me with all respect 
(1054) he could. It was in June or July when engagement took place; 
T have one child; Dr. Crowell is its father;.1t was about one 
year before birth of child that I beeame engaged to defendant; child 
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will be five years old next May; up to time of said engagement I was 
an innocent woman; it was a year after engagement before I had sexual 
intercourse with him; at this time he was living at his own home; about 
one year after sexual intercourse before child was born; first had sexual 
intercourse with him in my father’s parlor. He lived in Lincoln County 
from engagement to birth of child. He was away part of the time in 
Baltimore. I told him he ought to fulfill his promise; he told me 
some time in the future would be better; don’t know how often I told 
him; he put me off several times in that way. Defendant wrote me several 
letters (letters are shown her which she identifies as his handwrit- 
ing). His faithful promise to marry me and his persuasions made me 
yield; I begged him not to ask it; I cried to him not to ask it. (Child is 
here shown her which she says is hers.) I had another admirer besides 
him and he asked me to make him quit; asked me if I would rather 
marry him to stop other fellows, which I did.” 

Cross-examined.—“‘As near as I can recollect it was about one year 
before sexual intercourse that we became engaged. He asked me to 
stop Gus Shuford if I would rather marry him, and I stopped him; 
something else was said about marriage; he gave me his right hand and 
promised if anything happened at time of first connection he would 
marry me immediately. He went away in September to attend lectures; 
this intercourse had continued a month or so; it was first of July, 1889; 
he had connection with me from the first time till he left more than 
once; he came home in March; child was born in May, 1890; suppose 
it was July, 1888, when I became engaged to him; don’t think I told 
my father; have no mother or step-mother; I told my sister 
soon after we became engaged; I didn’t find out my condition (1055) 
till after he went to lectures; I asked him to fulfill his promise 
as soon as I saw him; he said it was not a suitable time; I mentioned it 
to him as often as I saw him; he came often before and afterwards; can’t 
recollect number of times J mentioned it to him; he said about the same 
thing every time—that it would be better in future; he told me not to 
tell anybody; said his folks were against 1t; I told my father of my en- 
gagement before and after pregnancy; I could not get heart up to tell 
him and sister told him; I told him it was under promise of marriage; 
can’t say how long before birth of child before I told him. We had 
right smart of company; it was not customary to put light out; it was 
not frequently done—it might have been done sometimes; I was in 
sitting-room with light out with no one else but him; it was not a fre- 
quent occurrence for young men to put lights out; I have with him put 
light out a time or two; no one else was in there when lights were ont as 
I recollect; it was before he had connection with me that he told me 
if anything happened he would marry me.” | 
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Letters from the defendant to prosecutrix written after the pregnancy 
and tending to show a promise of-marriage admitting the paternity of 
the child, were read in evidence under objection by the defendant. 

There was evidence corroborative of the testimony of the prosecutrix 
as to the attentions paid to her by the defendant from the time she 
was twelve years of age up to the time of her pregnancy, during which 
time he attended her in public at parties and receptions and, on occasions, 
carried her to the house of his father, where his sisters lived, and other 
friends, good and respectable people. 

One witness, sister of prosecutrix, testified that shortly after the birth 

of the child, when asked why he did not carry out his promise 
(1056) of marriage, defendant did not deny that he had made a promise 
but said that he was not then financially able to marry. 

The defendant testified in his own behalf, admitting the illicit inter- 
course with prosecutrix (which he alleged began in January, 1889, in- 
stead of July, 1889), but denied that the seduction was under promise of 
marriage, and stated that he had at no time before the illicit intercourse 
promised to marry her. 

Among other instructions prayed for by the defendant and refused 
by the court was the following: 

“The State must satisfy you beyond a reasonable doubt, by her own 
and by independent corroborating evidence, that the prosecutrix prior to 
- the alleged seduction was of a virtuous and pure mind and heart; that 
is, a mind free from lustful and lascivious desires and, unless you are 
so convinced, you will acquit the defendant.” 

There was a verdict of guilty and the court adjudged that the defen- 
dant pay a fine of $5,000 and be imprisoned in the State penitentiary 
for five years. Defendant appealed. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
Jones & Tillett and D. W. Robinson for defendant. 


Crark, J. The Code, section 1177, excepts from the two years statute 
of limitation, perjury, forgery, malicious misdemeanors, and deceit. 
There has never been such an indictable offense as “deceit,” but the 
meaning of this section has always been that misdemeanors, the gist of 
which was malice or deceit, are within the exception. In S. v. Chris- 
tainbury, 44 N. C., 46, it was held that there being no such offense as 
“deceit,” it would apply to “cheating by false token” of which deceit was 

the gist, but would not include “conspiracy to cheat” “the gist of 
(1057) which offense is the conspiracy and the cheating but an aggra- 
vation.” That decision did not restrict deceit to “cheating by 
false token,” but instanced that as an offense coming within general de- 
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scription of misdemeanors by deceit. The statute against seduction 
under promise of marriage (Laws 1885, ch. 248) had not then been 
enacted. In S. v. Horton, 100 N. C., 448, 449, Smith, C. J., says, that. 
this statute “plainly contemplates a seduction, brought about by means. 
of a promise of marriage, in the nature of deceit.” Indeed deceit is 
the very essence of this offense, the warp and woof of it, so to speak. 
There is more warrant for so holding it than the court had for placing 
cheating by false token under that head, for this offense is perpetrated 
solely by reason of the trust and confidence placed in the perpetrator by 
the woman in consequence of the intimate relation existing between them. 
and relying on the promise of marriage by means of which he procures. 
the indulgence of his desires. In cheating by false token there is not. 
this dependence and breach of confidence and trust. 

The Attorney-General properly conceded that this crime would not 
have come under the other exception in this section, “offenses committed. 
in a secret manner.” That clearly applies to crimes committed in such 
manner that offender is unknown to the person injured. 

Laws 1891, ch. 205, defining felonies and misdemeanors, makes this: 
offense, if committed since the act, a felony as to which there is no. 
statute of limitation. But that act does not apply to this offense which 
was committed prior to its enactment. 

When there is a prayer to put the charge in writing the entire charge 
must be written. S. v. Young, 111 N. C., 715; but as was said by 
Smith, OC. J., in Currie v. Clark, 90 N. C., 355, 361, “at is not 
the policy or purpose of the statute, nor does the language bear (1058) 
such rigorous construction as to forbid any and all oral express- 
ions from the presiding judge. This would be to subordinate substance- 
to form and subserve no useful purpose.” The defendant prayed the 
court to instruct the jury that the offense was barred by the statute of 
limitations. This the court declined, but orally told the jury instead,. 
“The statute of limitations has nothing whatever to do with this action 
and you will not take it into consideration.” The defendant has the full 
benefit of the exception that the prayer was refused and has not cause to: 
complain that the judge did not write down the incidental oral remark. 

Nor was there error in refusing to give the definition of an innocent. 
and virtuous woman asked by the defendant. The law looks at conduct, 
and motive only as shown by conduct, and not at thoughts undisclosed 
and natural impulses not acted on. The precedents sustain the definition 
given by the Court that an innocent and virtuous woman is one “who: 
has never had illicit intercourse with any man and who is chaste and. 
pure.” S. v. Ferguson, 107 N. C., 841. The court properly refused to 
go farther and charge that the prosecutrix must have had “a mind free 
from lustful and lascivious desires.” 
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The court erred, however, in imposing both fine and imprisonment. 
The act (1885, ch. 248) provides that the defendant upon conviction 
of the offense “shall be fined or imprisoned at the discretion of the court 
and may be imprisoned in the penitentiary not exceeding five years.” 
The disjunctive “or” cannot be construed “and” in a criminal statute 
when the effect is to aggravate the offense or increase the punishment. 
S.v. Walters, 97 N. C., 489. The latter part of the clause “and may be 
imprisoned in the penitentiary,” etc., means “and if the alternative of 

imprisonment is selected by the judge, the imprisonment in 
(1059) his discretion may be in the penitentiary, not exceeding five 
years. ) 

This, however, does not entitle the defendant to a new trial, but the 
case will be remanded that sentence may be imposed at the next term of 
Catawba Superior Court in conformity to this opinion. 8S. v. Walters, 
supra; S. v. Lawrence, 81 N. C., 522; 8S. v. Queen, 91 N. C., 659. The 
verdict stands. His Honor holding the court below will in the exercise 
of his discretion, within the limits allowed by law, impose either fine or 
imprisonment. 

Error. Remanded. 


Cited: S. v. Austin, 121 N. C., 622; S. v. Dewey, 1389 N. C., 566; 8. v. 
Whitley, 141 N. C., 825; 8. v. Beck, 150 N. C., 857. 


STATE vy. T. C. McCOY. 
Ordinance—C onflict with General Law. 


Gambling being an offense under the general law (chapter 29, Acts 1891) a 
city ordinance covering the same subject is void. 


The defendant was convicted of gambling in violation of a city 
ordinance and appealed to the Criminal Court of Buncomss, in which, 
at the January Term, 1895, he was tried and convicted before Jones, J., 
and a jury, and appealed. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel contra. 


Farrototu, C.J. The Act of Assembly, 1891, ch. 29, declares, “That 
it shall be unlawful for any person to play at any game of chance, at 


which money, property or other thing of value is bet, whether the same 
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be in stake or not, and those who play and those who bet thereon (1060) 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.” 

The ordinance of the City of Asheville under which the Setondant 
is arraigned, adopted 8 July, 1887, says, “Any and all persons who 
shall (play) at any game of chance in the corporate limits of the City 
of Asheville with cards, for any money or other articles of value, whether 
said money is staked or not, shall pay a fine of $50.” The defendant is 
charged with gambling in said city in 1894, by playing a game of chance 
with cards for money, etc., and the only question submitted is, “Does the 
mayor have jurisdiction of such offenses?’ Under the Act.of 1891, supra, 
it is clear that the Superior Court has jurisdiction of the offense therein 
declared, and it 1s so well settled that municipal by-laws and ordinances 
must be in harmony with the general laws of the State and when they are 
in conflict the by-laws and ordinances must give way, that we deem it 
unnecessary to reargue the question. Town of Washington v. Hammond, 
76 N. C., 33; 8. v. Langston, 88 N. C., 692; 8. v. Brittain, 89 N. C., 574; 
0s Keith, 94 N. C., 938. 

The fact that eu may have different regulations on the same subject 
can make no difference, for they are all subject to the rule above stated. 
We think the mayor in the present case was without jurisdiction of the 
offense charged. 

Error. 


Cited: S. v. Black, 150 N. C., 857. 


(1061) 
STATE v, A. WERNWAG. 


Indictment. for Violation of Town Ordinance—Sale and Delivery. 


Where an ordinance of a town prohibited the sale of fresh meats within cer- 
tain limits without a license, and the defendant, who conducted the busi- 
ness of a seller of fresh meats outside of such limits, received a telephone 
message from a person within such limits to bring to the latter fresh 
meats of a certain kind at an agreed price, and subsequently delivered 
and received pay for the same: Held, that as the buyer would have had 
the right to reject the meats if not such as ordered, the transaction was 
executory until the delivery of the meats, and the sale, therefore, took 
place within the pronipie’ limits, and was a violation of the town ordi- 
nance. 


Ixpictment for a violation of a town ordinance, tried on appeal from 
the mayor’s court of Asheville, at January Term, 1895, of the Criminal 


Court of Buncomse, before 7 ones, J., and a jury. The defendant was 
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convicted and appealed. The facts appear in | the opinion of Associate 
Justice Montgomery. | 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel contra. 


Monteomgry, J. The City of Asheville, by one of its ordinances, 
prohibits by fine the sale of fresh meats without a license first had from 
the city, within a radius of three-fourths of a mile from the Court House 
as the center of the circle, except at the market established by the City. 
The defendant, who lived and conducted the business of a seller of fresh 
meats outside of the three-fourths mile limit, received a telephonic mes- 
sage from C. H. Southwick, manager of a hotel inside of the limit, to 
bring to him at the hotel some fresh meats, the price being agreed on, 

| Agreeably to this message the defendant brought, in his own 
(1062) wagon, the meats to the hotel and delivered the same, receiving 
payment afterwards. In making this transaction did the defen-. 
dant violate the city ordinance and thereby become liable for the fine 
imposed by the city? We are of the opinion that he did. In the first 
place the goods ordered were not of a specific character and therefore 
the contract was only executory. The witness said, “I telephoned to the 
defendant to send me some fresh beef and fresh mutton, deseribing such 
as I desired.” It cannot be doubted that if the meat when delivered at. 
the hotel had not been of the kind ordered, the buyer could have refused 
to receive it. “Where there is a sale of goods generally no property in 
them passes until delivery, because until then the very goods sold are 
not ascertained.” Benjamin on Sales, sec. 315. The general rule is that 
if it is a part of the contract of sale that the seller shall deliver the. 
property sold at some place specified and receive payment on delivery,. 
title will not pass until such delivery. Benjamin, supra, sec. 325;, 
Edmundson v. Fort, 75 N. C., 404. 

2, The transaction ‘was executory. The difference en this and a 
sale is, that in the latter the goods which are the subject of the contract 
become the property of the buyer immediately upon the conclusion of the. 
contract regardless of delivery, and the risk of loss or injury is upon the. 
buyer; whereas, in an executory contract the title to the goods is in the. 
seller until the contract is executed. If in this case the fresh meats. 
had been lost or destroyed on their way from the defendant’s shop to the 
hotel, how could it be thought that the proprietor of the hotel would be 
compelled to pay for that which he had never received and which the. 
defendant promised to deliver to him at his hotel in good condition ? 

The plain meaning of this matter is this: The hotel manager 
(1063) sent a message to a seller of meats outside of the three-fourths. 
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mile limit, “Bring me some fresh meats of a certain description; if 
they are such as I order I will take them and pay you for them; if they 
are not of the kind I order, I will not.” Surely there is no sale in this. 

3. The transaction cannot be a sale. In a bargain and sale, the thing 
which is the subject of the contract becomes the property of the buyer the 
moment the contract is concluded, without regard to whether the goods 
are delivered to the buyer or remain in the possession of the seller. 
Lester v. Hast, 49 Ind., 588. If by the terms of the contract the seller is 
required to send or forward the goods to the buyer, the title and risk 
remain in the seller until the transference is at an end, after which time 
the title is vested in the buyer. Bloyd v. Pollocks, 27 West Va., 75; 
Taylor v. Cole, 111 Mass., 363; Pry v. Lucas, 29 Penn. St., 356. The 
cases of Armstrong v. Best, 112 N. C., 59, and Ober v. Smith, 78 N. C., 
313, are easily to be distinguished from the cases above cited, and the 
points are not of the same character with those. In Armstrong v. Bes! 
and Ober v. Smith, the orders for goods were written in North Carolina 
and sent by letter to Baltimore. The goods were selected by the sellers 
and delivered to common carriers, unconditionally, for the purchasers. 
The delivery to the common carriers completed the contract, and upon 
that completion our Court held that the contract was governed. by the 
laws of North Carolina, and not that the sale was complete when the 
goods were ordered in North Carolina. | 

There is no merit in the exception made by the defendant to the court’s 
allowing an amendment to the warrant issued by the mayor. The amend- 
ment did not change the nature of the action, and therefore the power 
_of the court to allow an amendment was unrestricted. S. v. Vaughan, 91 
N. C., 532; S. v. Norman, 110 N. C., 484. There was no error in the 
judgment of the court below and the same is , 

Affirmed. (1064) 


Cited: Sims v. R. R., 130 N. C., 557. 


STATE y. G. W. DOWNS ET AL. 


Indictment for Selling I re LInquors—ILllegal Sale—I gnorance of 
the Law—Advice of Counsel—Intent—Indiciment—V erdict. 


1. Where an indictment charged the unlawful sale of spirituous liquors within 
two miles of ‘‘Bethel Methodist Church in Macon County,” a verdict (fol- 
lowing the statute prohibiting the sale) describing the church merely as 
“Bethel Church in Macon County” did not constitute a material variance. 
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An indictment charging the unlawful sale of spirituous liquors is not de- 
fective because it does not specify the kind of ep eyeioUs liquors sold, 
inasmuch as that is a matter of evidence. ° 

83. It is not necessary in an indictment for the unlawful sale of liquors within 

a prohibited distance from a certain church to refer to the statute, inas- 

much as it is a public local statute of which the court will take notice. 


4, Ignorance of the law excuses-no one, and the vicarious ignorance of counsel 
has no greater value; therefore, the unlawful sale of spirituous liquors 

is not excused by the fact that the defendant, acting under: advice of his 
counsel, believed that the particular sale was not a violation of the law. 

The intention with which an unlawful sale of intoxicating liquors was 

made by one having no authority to make the sale for any purpose is 
immaterial. 

6. A government license for the sale of intoxicating liquors will not protect 
the holder thereof from prosecution by the State for selling in violation 
of State laws. 

7. An indictment ere the violation of a certain section of the statute 
need not specify that the act charged does not come within an exception 
created by a subsequent section of the same statute. 


no 


Ot 


(1065)  Invrcrment for the unlawful sale of spirituous liquors within 

two miles of Bethel Methodist Church in Macon County, tried 
before: Shuford, J., and a jury at Fall Term, 1894, of Macon. Thr 
defendants were found guilty—under a cee ver ich oane appealed 
from the judgment thereon. The special verdict was as follows: 

“The jury for their verdict say, that the defendants within two years 
before the finding of this bill of indictment sold spirituous liquors at the 
place of manufacture in Macon County, to-wit, one gallon to one David 
Lewis, within two miles of Bethel Church, in Macon County, Laws 1881, . 
ch, 234. | | 

“That before making said sale the defendants inquired of two reputable 
attorneys, who practice law in said county, if the said Bethel Church was 
incorporated, and were informed by said attorneys that said church was 
not incorporated, and that it would be no violation of the law for them, 
the said defendants, to sell spirituous liquors at said place of manufacture 
in quantities not less than a gallon. 

“The defendants had license from the United States Government to 
manufacture and sell spirituous liquor at the place of manufacture. 

“That the defendants did not intend to violate the law when they made 
said sale. 

“Tf, from the foregoing facts, the court is of the opinion that the 
defendants are guilty, then the jury find them guilty; and if, from said 
facts, the court should be of the opinion that the defendants are not 
guilty, then the jury find them not guilty.” | 


N.C. ] FEBRUARY TERM, 1895 


STATE v. DOWNS. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
J. EF, Ray for defendants. 


Crarx,J. The indictment charges the sale of spirituous liquor within 
two miles of Bethel Methodist Church in Macon County. The statute, 
Laws 1881, ch. 234, and the verdict both describe the church | 
simply as Bethel Church in Macon County. There is nothing to (1066) 
indicate that the church is not one and the same. The added word 
“Methodist” in the indictment is simply harmless surplusage or imma- 
terial variance. S. v. Haves, 106 N. C., 752. There is nothing tending 
to show that there was any ambiguity or more than one Bethel Church in — 
the county as in 8S. v. Partlow, 91 N. C., 550, or that the defendants were 
in any wise prejudiced in their defense or faeed as to the church which | 
was meant. It was not necessary that the indictment should specify the 
kind of spirituous liquor sold. That was a matter of evidence. S. v. 
Packer, 80 N. C., 489. 

Nor was it necessary to refer to the statute in the indioement, as it was 
a public local statute. S. v. Wallace, 94 N. C., 827. Neither was it any 
defense that before making sale of the liquor the defendants on inquiry 
of counsel were told that the church was not incorporated and that it 
would be no violation of the law for the defendants to sell within two 
iiles thereof at the place of manufacture in quantities not less than a 
gallon. “Ignorance of the law excuses no one,” and the vicarious igno- 
rance of counsel has no greater value. S. v. Boyett, 32 N. C., 336. The 
law does not encourage ignorance in either. S. v. Dickens, 2 N. C., 406. 
If ignorance of counsel would excuse violations of the criminal law, the 
more ignorant counsel could manage to be, the more valuable and sought 
for, in many cases, would be his advice. 

The criminal intent is not the intent to violate the law but the inten- 
tional doing the act which is a violation of law. It is only when the 
criminality depends not merely upon the act but upon the motive or 
intent with which it is done that the intent becomes material. 8S. v. 
McBrayer, 98 N. C., 619; S. v. Dalton, 101 N. C., 680; S. v. 

Wray, 72 N. C., 253, pressed by defendants’ counsel, applies only (1067) 
to parties (as druggists) authorized to sell for medical purposes 

and who therefore cannot be found guilty for merely selling, but only 
if they sell not in good faith for such purposes. 

The license from the United States Government was only a protection 
from prosecution by its authority. It did not protect the defendants 
from prosecution in the State courts for selling contrary to State laws. 
S. v. Stevens, 114 N. C., 873. | 

When there is an exception in the same clause which creates the 
offense it should be negatived in the indictment. If the exception is in 


625 


IN THE SUPREME COURT _ [116 


STATE v. GUNTER. 


another clause this is not necessary, but it is matier to be shown in de- 
fense. S. v. Norman, 13 N. C., 222; 8. v. Tomlinson, 77 N. C., 528; 8. 
v. Heaton, 81 N. C., 542; 8S. v. Lanier, 88 N. C., 658; 8S. v. George, 93 
N. C., 567. Here the proviso that the act should not apply to the sale 
of vinous liquors, is in a separate clause, the ninth, while the provision 
violated by the defendants is in the second clause. If the liquor sold had 
been vinous and the defendants had wished to rely upon that fact this was 
matter of defense, and it was not necessary to anticipate and negative it 
in the indictment. 
No Error. 


Cited: S. v. Bynum, 117 N. C., 752; 8. v. Snow, 2b., 779; 8. v. 
Harris, 119 N. C., 813; Epps v. Smith, 121 N. C., 161; 8. v. McLean, 
ib., 595, 601; S. v. R. R., 122 N. C., 1061; 8. v. R. B., 195 N. C., 671; 
S. v. Smith, 126 N. C., 1059; 8S. v. Newcomb, <b., 1106; Norwood v. 
Lassiter, 182 N. C., 58; 8S. v. Yoder, 1b., 1118; Barber v. Justice, 
188 N. C., 21; 8. v. Lytle, 2b., 740; S. v. Poner, 141 N. C., 762; 8. v. 
Powell, 1b., 785; S. v. Summons, 143 N. C., 616; S. v. Hicks, ib., 694; 


S. v. Hooker, 145 N. C., 584; Rabon v. Rf. R., 149 N. C., 60; Powers. . 


v. R. R., 166 N. C., 602; Allen v. McPherson, 168 N. C., 487; Ham 
v. Person, 173 N. C., 74; McLean v. Johnson, 174 N. C., 346. 


(1068) 
STATH v. J. 8.-GUNTER. 


Indictment for Secret Assauli—Assault from Ambush. 


1. An assault cannot be said to have been made in a secret manner except 
when the person assaulted was unconscious of the presence as well as of 
the purpose of his adversary. 


2. Where, in a trial of an indictment for a secret assault under the statute 
(chapter 32, Laws 1887), it appeared that the prosecutor, after being 
ordered from defendant’s premises, saw the defendant come out and, by 
pointing, directed his wife’s attention to a certain place near by, from 
which prosecutor inferred that it was defendant’s intention to go there 
and shoot him, and that, thereupon, prosecutor went home, returned with | 
his gun, and searched for defendant, who, before prosecutor discovered 
his whereabouts, shot at and wounded the prosecutor, who recognized 
defendant by the flash of the gun: Held, that the assault was not made 
“in a secret manner” within the meaning of the statute. (CLARK, J., dis- 
sents, arguendo.) 
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InpicTMENT against the defendant, Jasper Gunter, for a secret as- — 
sault on his brother, J. C. Gunter, tried before Shuford, J., and a 
jury, at the Fall Term, 1894, of Gaaas 

J. ©. Gunter, the peel witness for the State, testified that he 
is the brother of the defendant, and that a feud has existed for several 
years between himself and the defendant; that on a certain morning, 
within a short time before the finding of the bill of indictment, he and 
some members of his family were near the defendant’s premises, and 
were in the act of entering a pair of bars opening into a field, which 
was in dispute between himself and the defendant, when the defendant 
hallooed to them to leave, or something to that effect, and as they did 
not leave, the defendant ran into his house and came out with a gun 
in his hand, and stopped and said something to his wife, which the 
witness did not hear, and pointed in the direction of a place 
near the bars and a short distance from the witness, and the (1069) 
witness inferred from defendant’s motion that the defendant 
was going to this place for the purpose of shooting the witness; that 
the witness ran into his own house—a distance of a few hundred yards 
—and got his gun and a pistol and came back toward the bars, and 
near the place to which the defendant had pointed, and was looking 
for the defendant, when the defendant fired his gun at witness from 
ambush and shot the witness in the leg; that the witness fell, and as he 
fell he looked toward the place from where the report of the gun came, 
and saw and recognized the defendant, about sixty yards away with his ~ 
gun; that the witness then aimed his gun at the defendant and at- 
tempted to shoot, but his gun failed to go off, and he then fired three 
shots with his pistol. 

The defendant asked the court to charge the jury that, inasmuch © 
as the prosecuting witness had been put on notice as -to hone the de- 
fendant was, and was in search of the defendant, and was expecting to 
be assaulted by him, the defendant was not, according to the State’s 
own testimony, guilty of a secret assault. 

The court declined to give this instruction, and left it to the jury 
to determine whether or not the defendant assaulted the prosecuting 
witness with a gun, as charged in the bill of indictment, and told the 
jury that if the defendant committed the assault, and committed it with 
malice and with intent to kill, and was at the time concealed from the 
witness’s view so that the witness could not see him, nor see that the 
assault was about to be made, the defendant would be guilty of a secret 
assault, although the witness might have had reason to believe that the 
defendant was near and meant to assault him. 

To this charge the defendant excepted. 
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(1070) The jury returned a saatiet of guilty against ie defendant, 
and the defendant thereupon moved that the judgment of the 
court be arrested on the ground that the bill of indictment was defec- 
tive, in that it failed to set out the manner of the assault. 
This motion was overruled, and the court pronounced judgment, from 
which the defendant appealed. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
J. F. Ray for defendant. 


Avery, J. An “assault cannot be said to have been made in a secret 
manner except where the person assaulted is unconscious of the pres- 
ence as well as of the purpose of his adversary.” S. v. Patton, 115 
N. C., 753. According to the testimony of the prosecuting witness 
himself, he saw the defendant come out of the house after ordering 
himself and his party to leave his premises, and he (prosecutor) in- 
ferred from defendant’s pointing to a place near where he stood that it 
was the defendant’s purpose to go to that place and shoot him. Acting 
upon this inference the prosecutor ran to his own house, a distance of a 
few hundred yards, and returned armed with a gun and a pistol, and 
began to search for the defendant about the place where the latter had 
indicated to his wife by pointing that it was his intention to go. The 
defendant “from ambush,” as the prosecutor testifies, shot at him 
before his hiding place was discovered. At the flash of the gun, how- 
ever, the assailant was seen and recognized by the prosecutor. It seems 
therefore that though not previously discovered, the defendant was 
not concealed, but was within the range of the prosecutor’s vision, if — 
properly finer ed. all the while. 

It was never intended by the Legislature that one who. 

(1071) had run several yards to arm himself with gun and pistol 
and had returned for a battle royal with an adversary whom 

he knew to be armed and ready and anxious for the conflict, should 
be allowed, because the adversary had meantime taken the prudent 
precaution to step behind a bush in order to get the first fire, to invoke 
the aid of the criminal law to have him convicted of a felony for 
exhibiting such superior strategy. The statute was enacted to protect 
the innocent and unwary, not armed belligerents who, in the search for 
an enemy, draw his fire from behind a masked battery. From the 
prosecutor’s own testimony he was fully aware of the defendant’s 
design, and instead of keeping out of his way, sought him where he 
expected to find him. The State cannot now, because the latter changed 
his position in the face of apparent danger and shot before he had been 
thrown on the defensive, insist the the assault was a secret one, or 
that the injured party was surprised. He had been taken at no 
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disadvantage because he knew of the intent to shoot on the part of the 
defendant ‘and was thoroughly prepared to meet it. S. v. Jennings, 104. 
N. C., 774. He knew the neighborhood of his proposed rendezvous 
and wad beating the bushes for him, at his own pane, when he was 
anticipated in his design. 

It was never intended by the Legislature that one who is see and 
on the alert seeking an opportunity to shoot another, should be held the 
victim of a secret assault because his adversary steps out of the open 
way in order (if we may use a provincialism) “to get the drop on him,” 
instead of boldly confronting him, till pressed to the wall by a deadly 
assault. The law was not intended to drive a defendant to the dilemma 
of either waiting till he can make out a case of self-defense with all 
of the attendant risk, or subjecting himself to liability for a. secret 
assault by taking the initiative as against one who is searching 
for him with deadly purpose and prepared to carry it out, and (1072) 
who is fully aware that he is in the vicinity and is likewise 
armed. With such knowledge of the presence and purpose of the de- 
fendant, if the prosecutor was taken at any disadvantage, it was be- 
cause he willfully exposed himself, with notice of the extent of his own 
danger. It further appears that the person. who for the purpose of 
the prosecution poses as an innocent sufferer from a secret and unex- 
pected assault, was himself trying to overcome forcible resistance to 
a forcible entry upon land in possession of the person who offered the 
resistance. The assault was not, in any aspect of the testimony relied 
upon by the State, made in a secret manner. In refusing to instruct 
the jury, as requested, there was error which entitles the defendant to a 
new trial. 


New Trial. 


Crarx, J. (dissenting): There is no exception raising any sugges- 
tion that the defendant acted in self-defense. The sole exception is 
that he did not commit the assault “in a secret manner.” The Legis- 
lature, taking note of the fact that while an attempt to commit either 
of the other three capital offenses was a felony, the attempt to murder 
was only a misdemeanor, punishable with fine and imprisonment, en- 
acted ch. 32, Laws 1887, which provides that a malicious assault and 
battery with deadly weapon.“by waylaying or otherwise, in a secret 
manner, with intent to kill” should be a felony. This assault was 
made with a gun and with the intent to kill, the prosecutor being 
shot in the leg.. The witness is uncontradicted who testified that the 
defendant “fired his gun at him from ambush.” It would seem that 
this was “by waylaying, or otherwise, in a secret manner.’ Indeed, 
it is the very mischief intended to be met by the act which 
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(1073) proposed to lessen the number and danger of assaults with intent 
to kill by requiring the party under fear of heavier penalty 

to fight without concealment, openly and fairly. Furthermore, the 
judge charged the jury that the defendant was guilty of a secret 
assault if “he was at the time concealed from the witness’s view (the 
witness being the man who was shot) so that the witness could not see 
him, nor see that the assault was about to be made,” although the 
“witness might have had reason to believe that the defendant was 
near and meant to assault him.” This would seem correct. If a man 
intending to travel a certain road is told that an enemy is lying in 
ambush for him, and such enemy does fire on him from ambush and 
wound him, it is none the less an assault in a secret manner because the 
victim was put on his guard and was looking out, gun in hand, to pro- 
tect himself. The only difference in this case is that the witness was 
warned not by a friend, but by seeing the defendant enter the thicket 
along the intended path of the witness, with a gun in his hand. The 
witness got his gun and while going along the path “was shot from 
ambush” by oetendany who was “concealed from view” so that witness 
could neither ‘‘see him nor that he was about to shoot.” The secret 
manner deprecated by the statute 1s Just this mode of proceeding, and 
its secrecy is not taken away by the fact that, by warning of friends 
or the previous evidence of his eyes, the witness had reason to believe 
that a man was lying in ambush with intent to kill him. In S. »v. 
Jennings, 104 N. C., T74, it was held to be a secret assault when the 
prosecutor, standing in the public square of a town, was cut with a 
knife from behind by the defendant, whom the prosecutor immediately 
grabbed. The Court held that it was not necessary that defendant should 
have endeavored to conceal his identity, but that the statute was based 
“on the idea of fair play,” and to make it “doubly dangerous 

(1074) to assail a person on unequal terms,” which in that case con- 
sisted in striking the witness with a knife before he was seen. 

This is approved in S. v. Shade, 115 N. C., 757,.and S. v. Patton, 2b., 
758. In all three cases it is expressly stated that “shooting by one 
lying in ambush” would be plenary proof of an assault in a secret 
manner and that less would be sufficient. In the present case, the 
testimony of the witness 1s uncontradicted that he was “shot from am- 
bush” by a concealed person whom he could neither see nor see that he 


was about to shoot. The jury found from the evidence that the defen- 


dant was the man who, while thus concealed in ambush, shot the 
prosecutor. 


Cited: S. v. Harris, 120 N. C., 579; S. v. Keen, 1b., 612; 8. v 
Bridges, 178 N. C., 788. 
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PorRTRAIT OF THE LATE ASSOCIATE JUSTICE RODMAN, PRESENTED TO THE COURT 
ON 6 FEBRUARY, 1895. 


Hon. Geo. H. Brown, Jr., addressing the Court, said: 


May IT PLEASE THE CourT:—In behalf of his sons and daughters, I have 
the honor of presenting the portrait of WILLIAM BLouNT RopmMAN, who was for 
ten years of his life a member of this Court. It is right and proper that we 
should not only preserve in the volumes of the Reports of this Court the evi- 
dences of the wisdom, learning, and ability of its members, but that their 
familiar faces should look down from their canvases upon the scene of their 
earthly labors and triumphs. It is not only calculated. to inspire your Honors 
to emulate the examples of your great predecessors and to write your names 
in large letters upon the judicial history of the State, but the young men who, 
on each reeurring term, go forth from this room to engage in the generous 
rivalry, and encounter the difficulties of our profession, will catch hope and 
inspiration as they gaze upon the noble features of the dead jurists whose 
portraits ornament these walls. They will remember the humble origin of 
many of them, the obstacles overcome, and the difficulties surmounted, and 
perchance ambition’s spark may be fanned into an energetic flame by the con- 
templation of their careers. 


“Lives of great men oft remind us 
We can make our lives sublime, 

And departing leave behind us 
Footprints on the sands of time.” 


He, whose lifelike portrait I have the honor to present, was born in the 
town of Washington, North Carolina, 29 June, 1817, and was the son of Wil- 
liam Wanton Rodman and his wife, Polly Ann, the daughter of that John 
Gray Blount whose name is so well known throughout Eastern and Western 
North Carolina as the largest landowner who ever lived in the State. The 
subject of this sketch came of intellectual ancestors on both sides. His father 
is said to have been a very able lawyer and a man of much intellectual force, 
_ who practised law in the city of New York for a number of years, and removed 
to Washington, North Carolina, in 1811. The maternal grandfather, John 
Gray Blount, is said to have been a man of strong and rugged personality, 
progressive and enterprising, of great force of character and excellent judg- 
ment. He was not a member of any of the learned professions. The residence 
which John Gray Blount constructed, and where he lived and died, is now 
standing in the town of Washington, and is the home of Judge Rodman’s 
surviving sister. 

From the early accounts that we have of him, the youth of Judge Rodman 
was very precocious. At the early age of five years the young boy William 
Rodman was at school, and according to the reports of his teacher, still in 
existence, he could at the tender age of seven years sean and translate Latin. 
It frequently happens that extraordinary, precocious children do not fulfill the 
promise of their youth. In this case, however, the youth was but the father 
of the man. A remarkable capacity to acquire and assimilate learning was 
manifested in him almost before he was out of frocks, and he retained his 
faculty in a most remarkable degree unimpaired up to the close of his long 
and laborious life. It was not simply the power to remember that he pos- 
sessed, but it was the faculty of complete assimilation. What he read and 
learned became a part of his intellectual fiber. As the healthy stomach takes 
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up food, feeds and strengthens the body, so his capacious memory took up, 
digested and retained all he read, and his intellectual powers grew and 
strengthened upon the nutriment. At the age of fifteen young Rodman 
entered college, graduating at Chapel Hill at the age of nineteen with the first 
distinction. While at college he is said to have been a close student and an 
omnivorous reader, a habit he retained all his life. He had the advantage of 
studying law under one of the greatest men whose careers adorn the history 
of this State, William Gaston, clarum et venerabile nomen. 

After he came to the Bar the young lawyer settled in his native town. 
Making rapid strides, he was soon in the enjoyment of a large and lucrative 
practice. He came to a Bar whose members were men of great ability and 
distinction in their profession. Such lawyers as Stanley, Bryan, Donnell, 
Warren, Satterthwaite; Sparrow and Carter were for years his generous rivals, © 
and constituted foemen worthy of his steel. In a short time Mr. Rodman came 
into the very front ranks of the profession and was justly and generally re- 
garded as one of the very ablest and most learned practitioners in Hastern 
North Carolina. 

After 1878 I met him at the Bar frequently in the courts of Pitt, Beaufort, 

and Hyde. Although his silvered hair betokened advancing years, yet to those 
who witnessed the trial of the first cause in which he participated after re- 
turning to the Bar, it was plainly evident indeed that ‘Ulysses had come.” 
There are some lawyers who, from peculiar mental endowment or from taste, 
acquire special skill in the trial of certain kinds of causes. Judge Rodman 
tried all.kinds well. His management and speech in the celebrated case of 
Washington Carrowan, in which he was leading counsel for the prisoner, 
proves that as a criminal lawyer he had few equals and no superiors in the 
State. The trial of civil causes, however, he much preferred. He prepared 
them exhaustively and tried them with great success. 
He managed a complicated boundary case with as much ease, clearness, and 
ability probably as any lawyer who ever lived in the State. Upon questions 
of tort, commercial and contract law, he was equally at home. He was not 
an orator in the usual sense of that word. He did not try to stir the passions, 
and he never condescended to appeal to the prejudices of a jury. He was as 
far removed from the demagogue as one pole is from the other. He was essen- 
tially a reasoner. His style of speaking was as fiuent and easy as that of 
any speaker I ever heard, and so simple and clear that the humblest intellect 
must surely have comprehended his meaning. It was not only no effort to listen 
to him, but his speech had that logical and interesting quality which carried 
his hearers along without effort on their part. He was eloquent, but it was 
the eloquence of pure reason. His speech flowed as smoothly and evenly as a 
deep-flowing stream. It seldom surged as a tempestuous torrent. No lawyer 
was ever more devoted to the interest of his clients. No lawyer ever served 
them with more fidelity as well as ability, and I may add that few ever de- 
-manded such moderate compensation for their services. 

In 1854 Judge Rodman was associated by the Legislature with the Hon. 
B. F. Moore, then the recognized head of the Bar of this State, as a commis- 
sioner to revise and print a complete compilation of the laws of this State. 
Their work is known as The Revised Code... It is said that Mr. Moore always 
gave Judge Rodman credit for having performed the larger share of that © 
work, and that he always spoke of him as one of the most thoroughly equipped 
and accurate lawyers in the State. This work, though now but little in use 
owing to the great revolution in our laws, is a monument to the research and 
ability of both these eminent men. . 
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On 1 September, 1858, Judge Rodman was married to Miss Camilla D. 

Croome, of Greensboro, Alabama, a lady who blended in her character the 
“highest mental and moral qualities, coupled with a charming personality. She 
died 26 May, 1887. The surviving children of this marriage are Col. William 
B. Rodman, a distinguished lawyer, living in his father’s native town and 
occupying his father’s old office, Miss Lida T. Rodman, Mrs. Owen H. Guion, 
Dr. John C. Rodman, and Willie Croome Rodman, all of whom, without excep- 
tion, inherit the quick mental faculties and rare intelligence of their parents. 

In the home circle, Judge Rodman’s character was most beautiful. In por- 
traying this I ean do no better than borrow the eloquent pen of Mr. Pulaski 
Cowper: “His home, of all places on earth, was. the most attractive to him; | 
and when not professionally engaged, at his home he would always be found, 
and he never left it at night. Thoughtful, sympathetic, and indulgent to his 
children, ever alive to their wishes and wants, with a heart as warm and 
unselfish as was ever implanted in the human breast, and impulses responsive 
to love and tenderness, it can well be conceived how joyous was the family 
tie, and how intense the sorrow when death had broken it.” 

To those who did not know Judge Rodman intimately this picture may 
appear overdrawn, for he was very reserved in his nature, and as imperturb- 
able as a Teuton. But beneath that calm and unmoved exterior there dwelt 
a wealth of tenderness and affection that today finds a most responsive echo 
in the hearts of those who were its objects. 

At the breaking out of the war between the States, Judge Rodman raised a 
company of artillery and served for some time in Eastern North Carolina. 
Afterwards he became a judge of a military court, which position he held 
until he surrendered at Appomattox. In 1868 he was elected to the Constitu- 
tional Convention and took his seat in that body. In the minds of those who 
knew Judge Rodman well at that time there is no doubt that in taking that 
seat he was not inspired by a desire for office. He was not an office-seeker, 
and never had been. His ambition had never taken that form. Shortly before 
the war he was tendered a high judicial station and declined it. He had 
never been a candidate for any office up to that time that I am aware of except 
in 1842 he ran for the Legislature. So I am ftrmly convinced that he was not 
actuated by any selfish motive or desire for personal aggrandizement. His 


motives were pure and patrictic and inspired by love for his people and his —. 


State. He saw that coming events were casting their shadows before, and 
that his mother State would soon be under the domination of an alien crew 
unless her children came to her rescue. | 

He hoped, when he took his seat in that memorable body, to lead it in those 
paths of legislation conducive to the good of the State. He fervently believed 
that it was the only salvation for the State that her. sons, having her true 
interest at heart, should endeavor to take part in formulating for her govern- 
ment the new Constitution. That he was only partially successful was not his 
fault. There is no doubt that, while Judge Rodman’s conservative views, as 
frequently expressed in that Convention, did not always prevail, they had a 
very salutary influence and doubtless averted many harmful measures which 
otherwise might have been engrafted upon the fundamental law of the State. 

He also gave to the Constitution some most valuable and useful provisions 
which have been of great utility as safeguards against unwise legislation. He 
was the author of the provision in the article on Revenue and Taxation which 
fixes the proportion between the tax on property and on the poll. I have been 
informed that this provision up to that time had not been found in the Con- 
stitution of any state in the Union. He was also the author of the provision 
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which regulates State and county taxation, and imposes a limit to taxation by 
the county. I believe he was also the author of the Married Woman’s Act, 
adopted in 1869 and 1870. | 

When the distinction between the law and equity practice was abolished 
and the common-law method of civil procedure displaced by the Code, Judge 
Rodman assisted more than any other in adapting the code system to the 


needs of our State. He prepared a criminal code, to which he devoted great: 


labor and research. As it was never adopted, its merits are generally un- 
known, I have examined a copy of it, and, while I regard the common-law 
criminal procedure as far superior to any possible criminal code, I can say 
that this work of Judge Rodman bears the impress of the fullness of his learn- 
ing, and of his comprehensive and discriminating mind. In leaving this part 
of Judge Rodman’s life, I must say that I believe the impartial judgment of 
posterity will declare that our State is largely the gainer by his connection 
with the Convention of 1868. 

Without effort on his part, Judge Rodman was called to the Bench of the 
Supreme Court, and took his seat at the January Term, 1869. Like his pre- 
ceptor, the great Gaston. he had no preliminary training as a judge in the 
nist prius courts of the State; but I doubt if any lawyer ever brought to this 
Bench more fullness and accuracy of learning, a greater capacity for labor, or 
a more impartial and discriminating mind. He had, preéminently, the judicial 
temperament. Nature had made him a just and impartial man, and all his 
life he had followed the precepts of justice and right in his dealings with his 
fellow-man. . 

There are judges, I doubt not, who feel a tendency to sometimes allow their 
emotions to influence their judgment, and who restrain such feelings by the 
exercise of will and the promptings of an enlightened conscience. Judge Rod- 
man needed no such curb. Impartiality was, in his composition, an intellectual 
quality, a feature of his mind with which he had been endowed by nature.. 
He was, also, more of the philosopher than most of us. He always bore good 
fortune without undue elation, and adversity with wonderful equanimity. I 
was present in his room at Hyde court on an occasion when a messenger from 
his farm hurriedly brought hit the news that his gin-house and fifty bales 
of cotton had been destroyed by fire the night before. At the time he was 
engaged in writing an important pleading. He looked up from his work, 
asked the messenger two or three questions, and resumed his writing with the 
utmost composure. It is seldom that men acquire that great control over their 
feelings and emotions that he possessed. 

At the time Judge Rodman came to the Bench, our jurisprudence underwent, 
in many respects, a radical change. It was a transition period in our history. 
The Court could not always “travel with ease along the highway of precedent.” 
New paths had to be blazed out, and a system of law, in many respects un- 
familiar to our people, was to be shaped and molded to the needs and uses of 
a sparsely settled agricultural State. Judge Rodman’s fertile and resourceful 
brain lent invaluable aid to this Court during that period. His opinions upon 
constitutional questions are justly regarded by the profession as among the 
very ablest in our Reports. His dissenting opinions, in some notable cases, 
show not only the independence of his mind, but the power and force of his 
reasoning faculties and his great acumen. His style might well be studied 
with profit by the judicial writer. The simplicity and elegance of his diction 
is evidence of the richness of his vocabulary. He was not only a master of his 
native tongue, but he was entirely at home in the language of Virgil, as well 
as Homer; in the language of Goethe, as well as Hugo. He was a mathe- 
matician of a high order, and a belles lettres scholar of extensive and varied 
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acquirement. Huis love of learning was only exceeded by his love of truth. It 
is useless that I should continue this imperfect sketch. No words that I can 
utter will add to his fame, He has made for himself, in the records of this. 
Court, a monument which will preserve his name and memory to future gen- 
erations as long as law is revered and precedents are respected. 

It only remains, in conclusion, that I shall present to your Honors this por- 
trait of a great judge and a good man, that it may hang among those of his. 
illustrious predecessors and associates, portraying to present and future gen- 
erations the lineaments of one of those profound lawyers who assisted in ex-. 
pounding and maintaining the great system of jurisprudence under which 
we live. 

Following Judge Brown, Hon. Charles F. Warren sae the Seid as: 
follows: 

May Ir PLease Your Honors :—I have been requested by the family of the 
iate Judge Rodman to be present on this cceasion. The distinguished jurist 
who has presented his portrait to this Court has left but little unsaid. Born 
in the same town, and living neighbors, members of the same profession and 
practising at the same Har, I esteemed and admired him. It is a pleasure to 
pay my tribute to his worth as a citizen, his purity as a man, his ability as 
a judge, and his learning and integrity as a lawyer. 

Graduating at the State University with the first honors of his class, he was 
prepared for the Bar by Judge Gaston. A hard student, a ripe scholar, a close 
reasoner, with high conceptions of the dignity and honor of his profession, he 
was splendidly equipped for the practice of the law. There was no flaw or 
crevice in his armor. Like a knight of old, he entered the lists prepared to do 
battle with all comers. He at once took and held high position in a conspicu- 
ously able and brilliant Bar. Stanley, Donnell, Satterthwaite, Warren, Carter, 
and Sparrow, his professional brethren, have all long since gone over to the 
silent majority. They were not mere practitioners, trained and skilled in the 
principles and forms of the law. They brought to the. practice of the law. 
every resource of liberal education and cultivated and disciplined faculties. 
History, science, philosophy, and the literature of the living and dead lan- 
guages were at their command. The attrition of mind, like the spark from 
the flint, drew forth their best powers. They entered the arena like the Greek . 
athlete, stripped and viled for the decisive wrestle, and, if in the contest they 
touched mother earth, like Antzus, they arose strengthened by the contact. 
There was a courtesy and esprit de corps among them which gave tone and 
character to the profession. With them the practice of the law had higher 
aims than the acquisition of money. 

Judge Rodman loved the law for its own sake. He gave it no divided affec- 
tion, but devoted his life to its service. To him it was the noblest and most 
attractive of the sciences. To him it was a progressive science, adapting itself 
to social changes and conditions and keeping pace with the progress of inven- 
tion and the march of civilization. He did not hesitate to discard the useless 
and obsolete. He believed— 


“That man’s the best conservative 
Who lops the mouldered branch away.” 


In the maturity of his intelléct and physical powers his capacity for labor 
was-immense. He considered nothing done while anything remained ta be 
done. Enjoying a lucrative and exacting practice, he still found time to labor 
in other fields. With his associates he prepared the Revised Code, which is 
regarded by the profession as a most thorough and accurate compilation of 
the statute law of the State. The articles of the Constitution of 1868 upon the- 
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judiciary and revenue and taxation were mainly drawn by him. A pleader of 
rare skill and precision under the old method, and schooled in its forms and 
precedents, he strongly advocated the adoption of the new system. The 
changes and alterations in the New York Code of Civil Procedure necessary 
to adapt it to our judicial system were made by him. The acts on Criminal 
Procedure, Draining Lowlands, Landlord and Tenant, and Marriage were 
drawn by him, and stand upon the statute books substantially as he drew 
them. As a lawmaker he was exact, painstaking and conscientious. Lord 
Catham deprecated the presence of the mere lawyer in Parliament, and he 
said you might shake the Constitution and the lawyer would remain silent, 
but if you touched a cobweb in Westminster Hall, the exasperated spider 
would sally out in its defense. Judge Rodman had no revérence for rubbish. 

His ten years of service upon this Court was a period of transition. The 
State had just emerged from a desperate civil war, and old forms had vanished 
in the conflict. The foundations of society were shaken. . Novel and perplexing 
questions arose which needed to be solved by the Court. The thousand and 
one questions incident to a change from one form of government and currency 
to another, and from a system of slavery to a free State, acts and contracts 
which had their birth and origin in social disorder, the construction and 
adaptation of new laws enacted to meet the new order and condition of things, 
all came up for solution. It was a fierce light which beat upon the Court in 
those days of unrest and passion. While its conclusions may not always have 
met our approbation, no one can deny its great ability. The opinions of Judge 
Rodman are well considered and expressed. His style, if less terse and per- 
spicuous than that of the great Chief Justice who presided over the Court, was 
more ornate and scholarly. He was apt in illustration, and was a fine classical 
scholar. His knowledge of the law was profound. He was a great judge. 
- Soon those who have heard him will pass away and time will obliterate the 

monument which marks his last resting place, but his voice will still speak 
from the printed page. 

‘Returning to the practice of the law at the expiration of his judicial term, 
he found his old associates gone and younger men contesting for the emolu- 
ments and honors of the profession. I wish here and now to bear testimony 
to his uniform courtesy and kindness, to his absolute fairness to his profes- 
sional brethren, and to the modesty and amiability of his character. What 
there was in his case, Judge Rodman developed, and he tried it upon its 
merits. He planned no surprises and dug no pitfalls for his adversary. The 
trial of a case was to him the method provided for the ascertainment of truth. 
He lacked the fire and intensity of the orator. He appealed to the intellect 
rather than the emotions. In his estimate of men he was not always correct, 
and by reason of this, in the trial of cases, he sometimes lost when he ought 
to have won. In legal argument he was admirable, and he unfolded and de- 

veloped the equities of his case with rare judgment and power. No subject 
was so subtle and intricate that he could not elucidate it. When he presented 
some nice question of law, or drew some fine distinction, I thought that the 
science of metaphysics had lost what the law had gained. 

His life was filled with honors and usefulness. He has done the State 
service and should live in her history. Her judicial annals are enriched by 
his labors, and he has left his impress upon her statute and organic law. His 
memory will be cherished and honored by the members of that profession to 
which he devoted his life and which he so highly adorned. 


Remarks were also made by Mr. John H. Small, as follows: 
May IT PLEASE THE Court :—The grateful spirit which prompted the presen- 
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tation of the portrait of this eminent lawyer and judge by his family is worthy 
of commendation. 

It is a beautiful custom and, I believe, received its impetus with the removal 
of the Court to this commodious and appropriate building. It is well that 
the living students of the law may look upon the faces of the great jurists of 
our appellate court who have laid deep and strong the basic principles of our 
jurisprudence and that the laity shall see here reflected the images of these 
great. men who, as expounders of the law, have thrown a protecting panoply 
around the liberty and property of its citizens. 

Success in any calling involves labor, and, in many instances, a more or less 
high degree of intelligence, but to achieve a distinguished success in the law, 
at the Bar, or on the Bench, involves the unceasing industry of a well-matured 
mind, which no pretensions can usurp and no false glamour deceive. 

The ultimate criterion of a lawyer is the verdict of his Deety and, as in no 
other profession, their verdict is always just. 

The people of North Carolina, from the days of the Colonial period to the 
present, have possessed many virtues which, in many respects, have never 
received just recognition at the hands of the historian; but I wish, with he- 
coming modesty, to suggest that gratitude to her public men, a prompt recog- 
nition of eminent services, and a reverent preservation of the memorials of the 
past, cannot truthfully be considered as one of our cardinal virtues. 

We permit the pressing problems of the. present to usurp the glorious mem- 
ories of the past, and while we admire the learning of the living and applaud 
the hero of today, we forget the dead oracles of the generations before, and 
permit the patriotic services of her sons to rest in uncertain tradition. 

It has been said that “history is the essence of innumerable biographies.” 
Certain it is that if the biographies of our distinguished men could be written 
with fidelity and memorials of their life’s work properly cherished, then the 
field would be ripe and the harvest plentiful for the future historian. 

This is not the occasion, nor does time permit any extended notice of the 
life and service of the distinguished Judge, to whose memory this occasion is 
a tribute, and it would be superfluous in view of the very appropriate sketch 
which has been submitted; but it is to be hoped that the biography of Judge 
Rodman may yet be written by loving hands, in order that his zeal and in- 
dustry and learning in the mysterious realms of the law may furnish an 
inspiration and stimulus to those whose good fortune it was not to know him 
in life. 

Judge Rodman was always a student. His conclusions did not come by 
intuition, nor did he always regard precedents as infallible, but he entered 
into. the reason and principles of the proposition under consideration, and 
boldly followed the conelusions of his logical mind. As an advocate, when his 
ease demanded it, he reveled in a technical point and often excited the admi- 
ration of his brethren at the Bar by his lucid, cogent, and learned arguments 
upon questions which to them had been speculative, but under the treatment 
of his logical mind and terse English became living realities of the law. . 

Prior to the war, he had a large practice in his circuit, comprising a number 
of eastern counties, and attracted a large and influential clientage, particularly 
in litigation affecting real estate. To use the expression of the laity, he was 
regarded as the best “land lawyer” in the east, which was no mean distinction 
considering the brilliant galaxy of lawyers then practising in that section. 

Judge Rodman has left his impress upon the organic and statute laws of 
our State. As a member of the Convention of 1868, he was one of the most 
learned members of that body, and took an active part in framing the new 
Constitution to meet the changed conditions, and it may be said with simple 
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justice now, that every clause which he drafted and was adopted has provem 
by actual experience the wisdom of his great mind and his disinterested zeal 
for the people of North Carolina. As the leading member of the commission. 
appointed to draft the Code of Civil Procedure, the present Code was reported 
and adopted.. Considering the traditional conservatism of the Bar of the State, 
this in itself was a bold act and brought many anathemas upon the heads: 
of the commission, but a practical application of its provisions has overcome 
all opposition, and,it would be impossible to return to the old forms of plead- 
ing and procedure. 

Judge Rodman was elected a Justice of the Supreme Court in 1868, and 
served the full ten years of his term until 1 January, 1879, the only other 
Justice elected at the same time and serving the full term being Justice Reade. 
It would be verily “earrying coals to Neweastle”’ to speak in detail of his 
labors in this Court. The memorials of his work are found in the 17 volumes 
of the Reports from 63d to 79th, inclusive. 

Many of his opinions on leading cases, many are landmarks which point 
the way, and they have not only been the admiration of the Bar, but. they 
have been quoted with approval by his learned successors on this Bench.. 
During the ten years which he sat in this Court there were nine Justices at 
different periods, viz.: Chief Justices Pearson and Smith, Justices Reade,. 
Dick, Settle, Faircloth, Boyden, and Bynum. 

We are reminded that time in its relentless march has made serious inroads. 
into the ranks of this illustrious company. Of these nine only three survive: 
the present Chief Justice and Justices Dick and Bynum. 

I surmise there was one side of the character of Judge Rodman which the 
superficial acquaintance did not perceive. With his studious habits, his con- 
templative mind, and his innate modesty, he was withal a man of deep senti- 
ment and tender emotions. Not the susceptible consciousness which bubbles. 
over at trifles but the deep, abiding sentiment which runs its majestic and 
silent course and mingles its being in the object of its affections. The great 
sorrow of his life was the death of his loyal and estimable wife, and though 
he seldom referred to his great grief, yet his friends knew that his heart was 
sad in contemplation of his irreparable loss. He passed the evening of his 
life in his native town of Washington, dwelling among his beloved books and 
with his devoted children, to Whom he was fondly attached until the summons. 
came and he passed over the river to that bourne from which no traveler 
returns. He left surviving two most estimable and intelligent daughters and. 
three sons, all of whom are exemplifying the force of parental example, and. 
do honor to a distinguished lineage. Two of the sons have entered life’s work; 
the one a physician and the other a lawyer, the latter bearing the name of the 
distinguished judge and making fine promise of a useful future. 

William Bland Rodman, the learned lawyer and upright judge, will live in 
the annals of North Carolina, and his portrait upon these walls will serve to- 
reeall a life fraught with good and fruitful works. 


Response of CHIEF JUSTICE FAIRCLOTH : 


~ The Court has listened to the remarks just made with much pleasure. 
Judge Rodman engaged in his chosen profession at an early age and pursued 
it diligently until his declining years, and did so with marked success. His 
success at the Bar and on the Bench as member of this Court affords abundant 
proof of his distinguished ability, astuteness and untiring industry. His power 
was impressed upon the mind of his profession and intelligence of the people 
of the State. The organic law, the statutes of the State, and the court records, 
and especially his opinions in this Court, all testify to his fine learning, his. 
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superior abilities and his great usefulness to his country and to his profession. 
His learning was general and everywhere disclosed his superior power and 
careful thought. His example in the work of his profession is worthy of imi- 
tation by those who come after him. His name, reputation, and usefulness 
as a jurist will be the inheritance of those who survive long after the mem- 
ories of those who knew him have failed. 

The Court accepts the portrait cheerfully and tenders its thanks to the 
donors. It will be suspended on the walls of this hall in its appropriate place 
and it is now so ordered by the Court. The clerk will note these proceedings 
in his record and superintend the execution of the foregoing order. 
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ACTION, Against Administrator. 


“ig Where a judgment was obtained in another state against the adminis- 
trators and sureties of a deceased administrator, and an action was 
instituted in this State for a settlement, such judgment is competent 
evidence against and binding upon the administrators and their 

-privies, it appearing that such administrators were present and re- - 
sisting the recovery in the foreign court. Moore v. Smith, 667. — 

2, In an equitable action for the settlement of the estate of a deceased 
administrator, and to satisfy a judgment obtained in another state 
against his personal representatives and the sureties on his bond, such 
sureties may intervene and receive credit for what they have paid on 
the judgment, remaining liable to plaintiffs for any balance due on the 
judgment in excess of what may be realized in the present action. 
loid, 

Against Daeooaion 837. 
Against Sheriff, 426. 
For Accounting, 665. 

1. Where, in an action for an accounting against the assignee of an in- . 
solvent’s estate, a reference is made to ascertain the condition of the 
estate and the conduct of the business by the assignee, the parties are 
entitled from the referee to a statement of all the items of the account 
between them in order that either may, if he thinks proper, except 
to any particular item. Sharpe v. Eliason, 665. 

2, Where a referee, in such action, stated in his report that certain prop- 
erty which had been sold belonged to the assigned estate and had been 
duly accounted for by the assignee: Held, that such report was too 
uncertain in that it failed to state how much was realized from the 
sale and how it had been accounted for. Jbid. 

For Alimony, 288. 

For Breach of Contract, 102. 

For Damages, 140, 296, 394, 558, 655, 718, 720, T97, 817, 875, 940, 955, 961, 968. 
For Deceit, 389. 

For Malicious Prosecution, 71, 75. 

For Penalty, 430, 502. 

For Possession of Personal Property, 761. 
For Rent, 418. | 

For Slander, 466. 

For Trespass on Land, 856, 845. 

In Assumpsit, 598. 

In Nature of Creditor’s Bill, 678, 

On Accepted Draft, 806. 

On Coupons of County Bonds, 610. 

On Insurance Policy. 

1. The trial judge has authority to order the consolidation of several 
actions brought on concurrent policies of insurance on the same prop- 
erty. Blackburn. v. Ins. Co., 821. | 

2, Where, in an action on fire insurance policies, the defense was that the 
property was fraudulently burned by the insured, it was error to 
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ACTION, Against Administrator—Continued. 


charge that such burning must be proved beyond a reasonable doubt; — 
only a preponderance of testimony is required. Ibid, 


On Note, 418, 550, 785. 
On Note of Married Woman, 708. 
Right of. 
The right of action against a clerk of the Superior Court for failure to 
index a judgment is assignable. Redmond v. Staton, 140. 
To Enjoin Foreclosure of Mortgage, 822. . 
To Foreclose Mortgage, 504, 587. 
To Recover Land, 147, 311, 451, 526, 629, 712, 771, 859. 
To Recover Money Paid on Contract for Land, 381. 
To Set Aside Fraudulent Deed, 681, 684. 
To Set Aside Fraudulent Conveyances of Homestead, T82. 


ADMISSIONS AND DECLARATIONS OF PRISONER, 999. 
ADMINISTRATOR. 


Action Against, 667. 
Sale of Land for Assets, 712. 


ADMINISTRATOR, Void Appointment. 


The appointment of an administrator upon the estate of a living man is 
void for all purposes, and. everything that is founded upon it is a 
nullity, because there was no jurisdiction to appoint. (Quaere, whether 
an administration granted, not upon false information as to a person’s 
death, but upon a presumption of law arising from his absence with- 
out being heard from for seven years does not make the acts of the 
administration valid.) Springer v. Shavender, 12. 


ADMINISTRATOR, Exclusive Authority of. 


Only the administrator of a decedent can apply the real and personal 
assets of the estate to the payment of debts when there is no lien. 
Holden v. Strickland, 185. 


ADVANCEMENTS, How Accounted for. 


Where a will provides for the equal distribution of the testator’s estate, 
and one of the devisees is indebted to the testator, it is proper to add 
the amount of such indebtedness to the value of the personal and 
-real estate, and after ascertaining the share of each, to deduct from 
the share of the one so indebted the amount of his indebtedness. 
Balsley v. Balsley, 472. | 


ADVANCBES. 


Landlord’s lien for advances exists only for those made during the year 
in which the crop is made. Fleming v. Davenport, 153. 
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AGENT. 


1, A husband who, with the wife’s consent, acts as the general manager 
of her store, has no implied authority to execute in her name a note 
in payment for goods previously purchased. Witz v. Gray, 48. 


2. The right or power to purchase implies the right or power to pay or 
agree to pay for the thing purchased. Johnson v. R. R., 926. 


AGRICULTURAL LIEN. 


Although, under sections 1754, 1799, and 1800 of The Code, the lien of a 
landlord for advances is superior to that of a third party making 
advances to the tenant, nevertheless such priority exists only for ad- 
vanees made during the year in which the crops were made and not 
for a balance due for an antecedent year. Fleming v. Davenport, 153. 


ALIMONY. 


1. A heading or title arranged by the compilers for a chapter or section 
of The Code in no way affects the construction of the language of the 
statute itself. Cram v. Cram, 288. 


2. The fact that summons, in a proceeding under section 1292 of The Code, 
of which a judge of the Superior Court has jurisdiction, was made 
returnable at term, does not affect the jurisdiction of the judge to 
hear and determine the matter. Jbid. 

3. Vague and indefinite allegations of infidelity on the part of a wife, 
made by a husband in his answer to her complaint in a proceeding 
for support and maintenance, under section 1292 of The Code, will 
not be allowed to affect the question of the husband’s liability in such 
proceeding. Ibid. 

4, Where, by an agreement for a separation between husband and wife, 
the former agreed to pay a certain monthly allowance, and the hus- 
band, after paying several installments, discontinued the payments, 
he cannot set up the agreement in bar of her action for a support 
under section 1292 of The Code, even though he discontinued the pay- 
ments because she demanded that the allowance be increased. Jbid. 

5. In proceedings under section 1292 of The Code it is the province and 
duty of the judge to determine what is a reasonable subsistence for 
the wife, either by hearing testimony himself or by reference to a 
referee to ascertain facts as to the income of the husband, ete. Ibid. 


AMBIGUOUS CONTRACT. 


While courts may decide between one or two possible constructions of 
ambiguous terms, and may sometimes resort to pertinent extrinsic 
evidence to arrive at a proper interpretation, they cannot, neverthe- 
less, supply a supposed ellipsis in order to give legal effect to language 
which, without addition or alteration, would be meaningless. Sinclair 
v. Hicks, 606. 


AMENDMENT. 


1. A discrepancy between a summons and a complaint,.in respect to the 
title of the action, is not a material defect, and an amendment is per- 
missible. Burrell v. Hughes, 430. 
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AMENDMENT—Continued. 


2. An amendment to a pleading does not exclude a party from the benefit 
of allegations in the original pleading. Threadgill v. Comrs., 616. 

3. The court may permit the sheriff to amend his return so as to make 
it speak the truth, and the amendment when made relates back to . 
the original term. Grady v. R. R., 952. 


4. A return of service of a summons which was made on a local agent of 
a railroad company in the hands of receivers, and which recited that 
it was served by delivering a copy to a person named “agent of the 
defendants company,” may be amended by striking out the word 
“eompany.” Ibid. 


ANCILLARY REMEDY. 


1. The right to an ancillary remedy depends upon the plaintiff’s right to 
the main relief demanded in the complaint. Witz v. Gray, 48. 

2. There being but one form of action in civil cases, the fact that a plain- 
tiff asks for one of the many remedies ancillary thereto, to which 
he is not entitled, does not affect the action itself, which will go on 
if he is entitled to any other of the remedies. Hargrove v. Harris, 418. 


ANIMUS, in Slander, 1051. 
APPEAL, 937. 


When Granted, 

1. Though a surety on a sroneeution bond is not a party to the action, yet, 
when he is made a party to a proceeding to tax the costs in a case, 
he may appeal from the order allowing the motion to retax. Smith 
vw. Arthur, 871. 

2. Where a jury.returns a special verdict on the facts and the court enters 
a verdict thereon of not guilty, the State may appeal. 8S. v. Robin- 
son, 1046, 

When Does Not Lie. 

1. Fragmentary appeals are not allowed. Hinton v. Ins. Co., 22. 

2, An appeal from a judgment for costs only does not lie. Futrell v. 

Deans, 38.. 

3. Where a motion is made to docket and dismiss an appeal under Rule 
17, for failure of the appellant to docket the same, the excuses for 
such failure shall then be made. Mortgage Co. v. Long, 77. 

4, In the absence of a request from or agreement with the appellee that 
an appeal should not be docketed, the fact that negotiations were 
pending for a compromise is no good excuse for appellant’s failure 
to docket the appeal, and a motion to reinstate will not be allowed. 

5. An appeal will not be entertained when the only matter involved is the 
question of costs. Hlliot v. Tyson, 184. 

6. A motion to dismiss an action for want of jurisdiction or because the 
complaint does not state a cause of action is not such a demurrer ore 
tenus as will permit an appeal from its refusal. Burrell v. Hughes, 
430. 

7. An appeal does not lie (being premature) from an order directing the. 
examination of directors of a corporation under the provisions of 580 
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10. 


af Bs 


13. 


14. 


15. 


et seq. of The Code, in an action by a stockholder against the corpora- 
tion, or from a refusal to discharge such order. Holt v. Warehouse 
Co., 480. 


. An appeal does not He from an order for the examination of a person 


in supplementary proceedings. Bruce v. Crabtree, 528. 


. The findings of fact by a trial court in supplemental proceedings are 


final and cannot be reviewed on appeal, unless upon an exception that 
there was no evidence to support them or one or more of them. Hins- 
dale v. Underwood, 593. 

Where an appeal after being on the docket for two terms was dismissed, 
when reached in its order at the third term, for want of prosecution, 
it will not be reinstated on appellant’s affidavit that his attorney was 
sick, it not appearing that the appellant made any inquiry of his 
attorney regarding the appeal or sought to get other counsel to prose- 
cute it. Martin v. Chambers, 673. 

The refusal of a new trial upon the ground that the verdict is against 
the weight of the evidence is not reviewable on appeal. Alpha Mills 
v. Hngine Co., T9T. 


. An exception taken to a charge after verdict was rendered will not be 


considered on appeal. 8S. v. Hart, 976. 


An assignment of error that the court declined to charge as requested 
will not be considered where the record does not show that any in- 
structions were asked for. S. v. Hart, 976. 


Where there is an assignment of error that the evidence did not justify 
the verdict, this Court will consider only the evidence offered by the 
State. Ibid. 


Where the trial judge, in his statement of the case on appeal, says that 
he recapitulated the evidence to the jury, and there is nothing in the 
record to contradict this statement, an assignment of error that the 
court did not recapitulate the testimony will not be considered on 
appeal. Ibid. 


APPEAL, Certiorari as Substitute for. 


1, 


2. 


Where, upon an appeal being taken from a judgment, an entry was 
made upon the docket allowing time to file bond and prepare case on 
appeal, and it was understood between the two attorneys for the 
appellant that one of them should attend to the matter, and he neg- 
lected on account of sickness. to file the bond and prepare and serve 
the ease on appeal: Held, that no grounds exist for a certiorari. 
Boyer v. Garner, 125, 

The giving of an appeal bond is no part of the duties of an attorney ; 
if the attorney assumes the duty he does so as agent of the appellant, 
who is answerable for the negligence of his attorney. Jbid. 


2. Where the transcript is not filed at the first term after the trial below, 


as required by Rule 5, on the failure of the appellant to apply at such 
term, as required by Rule 41, for a certiorari to procure it, he is not 
entitled to such writ at a subsequent term. In such ease, the failure 
to apply for a certiorari is not atoned for by the alleged negligence 
of the clerk below. 4 aynes v. Coward, 840. 
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4. Where an appellant neglected to docket his appeal or apply for a 
certiorart at the next term of this Court after the cause was deter- 
mined in the court below; the writ will not be granted. Causey v. 
Snow, 497. 

5. Where the affidavit in an application for a certiorari showed that the 
word “not” was omitted in an important part of the testimony, and 
was accompanied by a telegram from the trial judge to the same 
effect and expressing his readiness to supply the omission, the writ 
will be granted. Sherrill v. Tel. Co., 654. 


APPEAL, When New Trial Will Be Ordered. 


1. Where, on appeal, the case and countercase were filed in time, but the 
trial judge died before settling the case, the appellant, instead of a 
new trial being granted, may withdraw his case and have the appeal 
tried on the countercase. Ridley v. R. R., 923. 


2. Where an appellant in.apt time docketed the record proper, applied for 
a certiorari, the case on appeal not having been settled by the trial 
judge, though case and countercase had been duly served, and in the 
meanwhile the judge died, a new trial will be ordered. Taylor v. 
Simmons, TQ. , 

When Judgment Below Will Be Affirmed. 

1. Where appellant, after a failure to agree on the case on appeal, does 
not “immediately” request the trial judge to settle the same, but 
delays for several weeks, and in the meantime the judge dies, and no 
excuse is shown for the appellant’s laches, the judgment below will 
be affirmed. Heath v. Lancaster, 69. 


2. An appellant must show error affirmatively, and where he does not do 
so, and the record is insufficient to determine whether or not error 
was committed by the trial judge, the judgment below will be af- 
firmed. McCrimmon v. Parish, 614. 

3. Where defendant in a criminal action made no exception to evidence or 
instructions to the jury. but after conviction and refusal of motion 
for new trial “excepted,” without specifying anything to which he 
excepted, the judgment will be affirmed when no error appears on 
the record. 8S. v. Page, 1016. 

Motion to Reinstate Dismissed Appeal. 

1. Motion to reinstate dismissed appeal, when not entertained, 46. 

2, The printing of a record on appeal, as required by Rule 380, requires no 
legal skill, and hence, the negligence of counsel is no excuse for the 
failure to print; and where an appeal has been dismissed for such 
failure, a motion to reinstate will not be allowed. Dunn v. Under- 
wood, 525. 


APPEAL, Not Perfected. 


Where the court below affirmed on appeal a judgment of the clerk in a 
proceeding before the latter to set aside a special proceeding for the 
sale of land, and an appeal was taken from said judgment of affirm- 
ance but was not perfected, a subsequent motion to divide the action 
was properly overruled, the matters involved mone. res judicata. 
Langston v. Weil, 205. 

645 


INDEX. 


APPEAL, Not Perfected—Continued. 
_ Application to Amend Case on Appeal, 87. 
From Award of Arbitrators, 847. 
APPEARANCE IN SUPPLEMENTARY PROCEEDINGS. 


A general appearance by the defendant before the clerk in supple- 
mentary proceedings waives all defects in the service of the notice 
to appear. Hinsdale v. Underwood, 5938. 


APPLICATION OF PAYMENTS ON NOTE, 785. 
ARBITRATORS. 


Where arbitrators, or a majority of them, fail to agree upon an award, 
and the parties cannot agree upon other arbitrators, they are rele- 
gated to their legal rights and an action may be maintained. Pretz- 
felder v. Ins. Oo., 491. 


ARBITRATION AND AWARD. 


1, Arbitration being a favored mode of settling disputed matters, the 
courts are slow to set aside awards upon an allegation that the arbi- 
trators have attempted and failed to decide according to law. Patton 
v. Garrett, 878. 

2. The words “adjudge,” “determine,” and “award,” used by arbitrators 
in their award, do not necessarily carry with them the idea of a judg- 
ment according to law so as to enable one of the parties to have the 
award set aside for errors of law where the point decided was doubt- 
ful. Jbid. 

. A naked promise by a party to an arbitration and award to allow the 
other party an additional credit for an item, if it should prove to 
have been inadvertently omitted by the arbitrators, is without con- 
sideration, and hence not binding. Jbid. 


4, While corruption or partiality is ground for setting aside an award, 
mistake is not, unless the arbitrators have been led into it by undue 
means or through fraudulent concealment of a party. Jbid. 


5. Where one of the parties to an arbitration executes his bond for the 
amount of an award, as directed by the arbitrators, he is estopped to 
defend an action thereon on the ground that he executed it in igno- 
rance of a mistake in the award and of the fact that the award was 
reviewable by a court as to a question of law involved therein. did. 


ee) 


ARSON, Indictment for, 976. 
ASSAULT, Secret, 1068. 
ASSETS, Sale of Land for, 712. 
ASSIGNEE. 


1, Unless specially authorized to do so, an assignee for benefit creditors 
has no right to waive the statute of limitations or to arrest running 
of the same by partial payment on debtor’s note. Battle v. Battle, 161. 

2, An assignee of judgment debtor may be examined in supplemental pro- 
ceedings. Bruce v. Crabtree, 527. 
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8. In an action to foreclose a mortgage against an insolvent mortgagor 
and his assignee, to which the creditors of the former are not parties, 
the assignee represents the creditors and can interpose the defenses 
that would be available for them. Bank v. Adrian, 5387. 


ASSIGNEE, Accounting by. 


1. Where, in an action for an accounting against the assignee of an in- 
solvent’s estate, a reference is made to ascertain the condition of the 
estate and the conduct of the business by the assignee, the parties 
are entitled from the referee to a statement of all the items of the - 
account between them in order: that either may, if he thinks proper, 
except to any particular item. Sharpe v. Eliason, 665. 


2. Where a referee, in such action, stated in his report that certain prop- 
erty which had been. sold belonged to the assigned estate, and had 
been duly accounted for by the assignee: Held, that such report was 
too uncertain in that it failed to state how much was realized from 
the sale and how it had been accounted for. Jbdid. 


ASSIGNMENT LAW, 228, 271. 


Chapter 466, Acts 1895, entitled “An act to regulate assignments and other 

~ conveyances of like nature in North Carolina,” applies only to con- 

veyances made to secure preéxisting debts, and not to those executed 

to secure a debt growing out of the transaction itself and for a present 
consideration. Farthing v. Carrington, 315. 


ASSIGNMENT BY COPARTNERSHIP. 


1. With the assent of the members of a firm, any one of them is free to 
dispose of the partnership property for his individual use, and a 
creditor cannot intervene to prevent the application. Armstrong v. 
Carr, 499. | 

2. An assignment of partnership property by members of an insolvent firm 
is not rendered fraudulent as to the firm creditors by a clause therein 
preferring over partnership creditor’s debts due to creditors of the 
individual partners. Jbid. 


ASSIGNMENT FOR BENEFIT OF CREDITORS. 


1. A deed of assignment for benefit of creditors which directed the trustee, 
with all reasonable diligence, to sell and dispose of the property con- 
veyed, including stock of goods, in such manner as he should deem 
most beneficial to the interest of all concerned, is not void on its face 
because it does not in express terms restrict the trustee as to the time 
‘or manner of disposing of the property. Stoneburner v. Jeffreys, 78. 


2. The insertion in a deed of assignment of a power to replenish a stock 
of goods with money arising from the sales of assigned property is 
not proof conclusive of a fraudulent intent or purpose to hinder and 
delay creditors when it is manifest from the whole deed that the 
maker’s purpose and design was that the trustees should manage the 
property for the benefit of all and not for the ease, benefit, or comfort 
of the debtor. Jbid. 
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3. A deed of assignment will be declared void in law only where the debtor 
appears in express terms to be providing for his own ease, comfort, 
or benefit to the possible detriment or delay of his creditors. Jbid. 


4. Even where prima facie the deed appears to reserve an unconscionable 
benefit or to subject the creditors to unjust hindrance or delay, yet if 
it also appears that the language of the deed is susceptible of explana- 
tion by evidence aliunde, that will make it consistent with good faith, 
the issue of fraud must be submitted to the jury to determine whether 
such extrinsic evidence is sufficient to rebut the presumption of mala 
fides raised by the deed. Jbid. ‘ 

5. The omission by a copyist in the copy of a deed of assignment of a 
single creditor’s name and claim, when it was included in the original 
draft and in the deed as recorded in another county, is not sufficient 
to shift the burden of proof on the issue of fraud, it being, at most, 
only competent as a circumstance to be considered with other evi- 
dence tending to show bad faith. Jbdid. 

6. Where an assignment for benefit of creditors confers no power on the 
trustee, as agent of the debtor, to do any act to waive the statute, or 
to express a willingness or intention to pay the debt after it becomes 
otherwise barred, a partial payment made by the trustee on a note 
of the debtor will not arrest the running or remove the bar of the 
statute of limitations. Battle v. Battle, 161. 

7. While the act of 1893 (chapter 458) does not prohibit bona fide mort- 
gages to secure one or more preéxisting debts, yet where a mortgage 
is made of the entirety of a large estate for a preéxisting debt (omit- 
ting only an insignificant remnant of property), the mortgage is in 
effect an assignment for the benefit of creditors secured therein, and 
is subject to the regulations prescribed in said act of 1893. Bank v. 
Gilmer, 684.. = 4 

8. Under the act regulating assignments for benefit of creditors (chapter 
453, Acts 1893), the failure of the assignor to file the schedule of 
preferred debts as required in said act renders the deed of assignment — 
void as to attacking creditors. Ibid. 


ASSIGNMENT OF FUTURE INTEREST IN LAND. 


A testator devised land to his daughter P. and her heirs, but in case of 
her death without issue surviving, then to his daughter A.: Held, © 
that P. takes a conditional fee simple in the land, liable to be deter- 
mined upon her dying without surviving issue, and A. takes, by way 
of executory devise, a remainder or future estate or interest, which 
she may assign and convey by deed, which with warranty will be an 
estoppel upon her heirs. Wright v. Brown, 26. 


ASSIGNMENT OF JUDGMENT. 


1. The simple assignment of a judgment does not carry with it the right 
of action which the plaintiff has against a clerk of the Superior Court 
for failure to properly index it. Redmond v. Staton, 140. © 

2. Where R. bought from F. a judgment which the clerk of the Superior 
Court had failed to properly index, and by reason of such negligence 
lost a lien upon land, and it did not appear that in taking an assign- 
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ment of the judgment, R. contracted with F. for anything but the 
judgment: Held, that R. acquired only the right to enforce the judg- 
ment and to enjoy its fruits, and not the right, which F. had, to sue 
the clerk for his failure to properly index it. Jbdid. 


ASSIGNMENT OF CLAIM AGAINST UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT. 


1, The matter of the compensation of deputy United States marshals is 
between them and the marshal and not between them and the Govern- 
ment, and therefore the assignment of their claims for compensation 
against the marshal is not in violation of section 3477 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States. Wallace v. Dougtas, 659. 


2. Where a United States marshal accepted a draft on him by his deputy 
marshal, “payable when I receive funds to the use of the drawer,” 
he became liable when the moneys were placed to his credit though 

he had not taken manual possession thereof. Jbdid. 


ASSIGNMENT OF HOMESTHAD. 


d. Where a judgment debtor has lands allotted to him as a homestead 
exemption of less value than $1,000, in the county of his residence 
(being all of his lands therein), and causes a transcript of the allot- 
ment to be recorded in and delivered to the sheriff of another county, 
where he has lands, it is the duty of such sheriff, upon the receipt 
of an execution against the debtor, to assign to the latter a quantity 
of said lands sufficient in value, when added to the value of the lands 
allotted in the county of the debtor’s residence, to make up the full 
exemption of $1,000, and this is so notwithstanding no exceptions 
were filed by the debtor to the allotment made and recorded in the 

~ eounty of his residence. (Whitehead v. Spivey, 103 N. C., 66, cited 
and distinguished.) Springer v. Colwell, 520. 

2. In such ease, a sale by the sheriff without assigning the homestead, is 
void, and the deed made thereunder will be canceled on motion in 
the cause. Jbid. 


ASSIGNOR, FRAUDULENT DECLARATIONS OF. 


In order to make the declarations of the assignor after the assignment 
competent evidence in the trial of an action to set aside the deed as 
fraudulent, it must be shown by evidence outside of such declarations 
that the assignor and the assignee conspired to defraud the assignor’ S 
creditors. Blair v. Brown, 681, 


ATTACHMENT, 426. 
“AT LAW.” 


The expression “at law,” as used in statutes, does not mean merely a 
legal tribunal, as distinguished from equitable jurisdiction, but, gen- 
erally, our system of jurisprudence, whether legal or equitable. Hooker 
v. Nichols, 157. 


ATTORNEY AND CLIENT. See, also, Counsel. 


1. The law does not tolerate that the same counsel may appear on both 
sides of an adversary proceeding, even colorably; and, in general, 
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will not permit a judgment or decree so affected to stand if excepted 
to in due time. Arrington v. Arrington, 170. 


2. Where the attorney for certain executors and devisees, in a proceeding 
against the estate of the deceased person to sell land for the payment 
of debts, also represents a claimant and procures judgment for the 
latter, such judgment will not be allowed to stand, even though no 
fraud was intended or practised. Ibid. | 


3. Where the trustee in a deed of assignment was also acting as attorney 
for a creditor thereunder, a judgment against the assignor in favor 
of the creditor, rendered on motion of such attorney, will be declared 
a fraud in law though there was no fraudulent intent. Cotton Mills 

- », Cotton Mills, 647. 


BASTARDY. 


1. The statute (section 85 of The Code) imposing a fine for begetting a 
bastard child makes the act a criminal offense. S. v. Wynne, 981. 

2. The limiting the punishment for bastardy to a fine of $10 confers upon 
justices of the peace exclusive jurisdiction for twelve months after 
the commission of the offense; after that period the Superior and 
Criminal courts have concurrent uence under section 892 of The 
Code. Ibid. 

. The offense of bastardy is completed when the child is begotten. Ibid. 


The provision that the court in bastardy proceedings may, in addition 
to a fine, compel the defendant to pay. an allowance to the mother, 
is not unconstitutional as authorizing imprisonment for debt. Ibid. 

5. Under section 82 of The Code authorizing the court, in bastardy pro- 

ceedings, to commit defendant “until he find surety,” such a judg- 

ment, though conditional, is valid. Ibid. 


wm OO 


BETTERMENTS. 


When the defendant, in the trial of an action for the recovery of land, 
sets up no claim for betterments made or taxes paid, and judgment 
is rendered against him for possession and damages for detention, his 
petition (under section 473 of The Code) to be allowed betterments, 
ete., must be made before the judgment is executed. Boyer v. Gar- 
ner, 125. 


BILLS AND NOTES. 


1. An indorsee of negotiable paper for value before maturity, without 
notice of any infirmity, takes it clear of all equities and defenses 
between antecedent parties, excepting only (1) when, by statute, the 
paper is void in whole or in part from its inception, and (2) when the 
original consideration of the paper is illegal or fraudulent. Bank v. 
MeNair, 550. . 

2, One who purchases for value before maturity, and without notice of 
any set-offs, several notes, paying one-half of their aggregate face 
value and giving credit to the indorser for the other half, holds all 
the notes free from any right of set-off in favor of the maker as to 

- any remaining unpaid. Ibid. 
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3. In such case, the fact that the purchaser of the notes may have sued 
and recovered on part of them does not deprive him of the character 
of a purchaser for value so as to let in the right of set-off as to the 
others. Jbid. 


4, If a note is not void, illegal, or fraudulent, the Tae takes it 
before maturity, for value and without notice, gets the title free from 
all equities, regardless of how much or little he may have paid for 
it. Ibid. 


BREACH OF CONTRACT. 


Uncertain and speculative profits will not be allowed to form a part of 
the recovery in an action for damages for breach of contract. Imp. 
Co. v. Guthrie, 381. ; 


BUILDING AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS. 


For an elaborate discussion of the business, purposes, powers, privileges, | 
methods, etc., of building and loan associations, see Rowland v. Old © 
Dominion B,. and L, Assn., 877, and Meroney v. Atlanta B. and L.. 
Assn., 882. 


BURDEN OF PROOF. 


1. The discharge of a person arrested on a warrant by a justice of the 
peace for want of sufficient proof casts the burden of showing probable: 
cause for his arrest upon the person who instigated the criminal pro-. 
ceedings. Smith v. B. and L, Assn, 73. 


2. In the trial of an action against a town for personal injuries caused 
by defects in a sidewalk, the burden of proving contributory negli- 
gence is on the defendant. Russell v. Monroe, 720. 


3. Where it appears that a majority of directors of a corporation met at _ 
an unusual time and place for holding meetings, and no record of the 
meeting is produced or alleged to exist, one who attempts to show 
that the corporation by the acts of such meeting ratified the unauthor- 
ized act of its agent, must prove that the meeting was regular and 
that all the directors had actual notice thereof. Bank v. Lumber 
Co., 827. 


CANCELLATION OF LEASE. 


Where a lessor, under a power contained in the lease, gives notice to 
lessee of his intention to cancel the lease and take possession at the 
end of thirty days, for nonpayment of rent, such notice is not an 
offer which may be accepted by the tenant and thus made irrevocable, 
but the lessor may withdraw it and sue for the rent. Warehouse Co. 
v. Duke, 202. 


CAUSE OF ACTION, 


1. In an action against one railroad company as lessor of another for in- 
juries sustained by plaintiff, a section hand in the employ of the 
lessee, by reason of the negligence of the section boss of the latter, 
a complaint which alleges the fact of incorporation of both companies, 
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the making of the lease, the fact and nature of plaintiff’s employment, 
and that in removing a hand-car from the track, in response to the 
orders of his boss, the giving of which at that time was negligence, 
he was struck and injured by a passing any states a cause of 
action. Logan v. R. R., 940. 


2. While the courts will lend their aid in putting a proper construction 
upon the facts stated where the complaint sets out a cause of action, 
though defectively stated, yet they will not entertain a complaint 
which states no cause of action. Webb v. Hicks, 598. 


CAPITAL STOCK, Taxation of. 


1. “Capital stock” is a distinct subject of taxation from “shares of capital - 
stock,” the former representing the entire property, business, good- 
will, ete., of the corporation, and belongs to it, while the latter belong 
to the individual stockholders and are taxable ad valorem like other 
property. Comrs. v. Tobacco Co., 441. 


2. The imposition upon a corporation of a tax on its “capital stock,” in 
addition to a requirement that it shall list for taxation and pay the 
taxes assessed on the shares of its stockholders, does not make 
“double taxation.” Ibid. 


8. It is competent for the Legislature to tax the whole of the capital stock 
of a corporation, although, to the extent of the value of its real and 
personal property (which must be taxed), it is double taxation, but 

- under section 39 of chapter 296, Acts 1898, providing for the taxation 
of the capital stock of. corporations, such double taxation is avoided 
by taxing only the value of the capital stock in excess of the value 
of its real and personal property listed for taxation in this State. Ibid. 


4. Where the value of the capital stock of a corporation was agreed to be 
equal to the aggregate value of its real and personal property in this 
and another State, the proper method of determining the “capital 
stock” required to be listed under section 39, chapter 296, Acts 1893, 
is to deduct from such agreed value the value of the real and personal 
property listed for taxation in this State only, and not the value of 
that located in the foreign states. Ibid. 


CASE ON APPEAL. See, also, Appeal and Certiorari. 


1. Where appellant, after a failure to agree on the case on appeal, does 
not “immediately” request the trial judge to settle the same, but 
delays for several weeks, and in the meantime the judge dies, and 
no excuse is shown for the appellant’s laches, the judgment below 
will be affirmed. Heath v. Lancaster, 69. | 


2. Where an appellant in apt time docketed the record proper and applied 
for a certiorari, the case on appeal not having been settled by the trial 
judge, though case and countercase had been duly served, and in the 
meanwhile the judge died, a new trial will be ordered. Taylor v. 
Simmons, 70. 

83. Where the affidavit in an application for a certiorari showed that the 
word “not” was omitted in an important part of the testimony, and 

- was accompanied by a telegram from the trial judge to the same 
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effect, and expressing his readiness to supply the omission, the writ 
will be granted. Sherrill v. Tel. Co., 654. 


4, Where, on appeal, the case and countercase were filed in time, but the 
trial judge died before settling the case, the appellant, instead of a 
new trial being granted, may withdraw his case and have the appeal 
tried on the countercase. Ridley v. R. R., 928. 


CASE ON APPEAL, Application to Amend, 87. 
CERTIORARI. 


1. Where, upon an appeal being taken from a judgment, an entry was 
made upon the docket allowing time to file bond and prepare case on 
appeal, and it was understood between the two attorneys for the 
appellant that one of them should attend to the matter, and he neg- 
lected on account of sickness to file the bond and prepare and serve 
the ease on appeal: Held, that no grounds exist for a certiorari. Boyer 
v. Garner, 125, 


2. Where an appellant neglected to docket his appeal or apply for a 
certiorari at the next term of this Court after the cause was deter- 
mined in the court below, the writ will not be granted. Causey v. 
Snow, 497. 


8. Where the affidavit in an application for a certiorari, showed that the 
word “not” was omitted in an important part of the testimony, and 
was accompanied by a telegram from the trial judge to the same. 
effect, and expressing his readiness to supply the omission, the writ 
will be granted. Sherrill v. Tel. Co., 654. 


4, Where the transcript is not filed at the first term after the trial below, 
as required. by Rule 5. on the failure of the appellant to apply at such 
term, as required by Rule 41, for a certiorari to procure it, he is not 
entitled to such writ at a subsequent term. In such case, the failure 
to apply for a certiorari is not atonéd for by the alleged negligence 
of the clerk below. Haynes v. Coward, 840. 


5. Application for a certiorari will be refused, when, 480. 


CHARGE ON LAND. 


1. Where a testator devised land to a grandson who was directed to pay 
to testator’s daughter one-half of its value out of the rents or from 
any other source except by sale of the land, the daughter’s share is 

a charge upon the land. Hunt v. Wheeler, 422. 


2. Where a devisee of land, which was charged with the payment of half 
its value to a daughter of the testator, agreed, by way of compromise, 
to pay within a certain time a less amount, and upon such payment 
he was to be released from all liability on account of the said charge 
upon the land, and he failed to pay the compromise sum within the 
time specified: Held, that the debt did not become merely a personal 
one, and the charge upon the land was not released by such agree- 
ment; and further, that the devisee cannot take any benefit from . 
such agreement since he has failed to comply with its terms. Jbid. 

3. In such case, judgment will be given for one-half the value of the 
land, with interest from the date at which it was payable, and a 
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receiver will be appointed to collect and apply the rents of the land 
to the payment of such judgment. Jbid. , 


CHATTEL MORTGAGE, 


- Where Y., a surety on a purchase-money note for a horse, retaining 
- title and duly recorded, paid it and did not have it transferred to a 
trustee for his benefit, and the principal debtor, after mortgaging the 
horse to another person, delivered it to V., the mortgagee has a first. 

lien and is entitled to possession. Browning v. Porter, 62. 


CHATTEL MORTGAGE OF CORPORATION. 


1. In the trial of an action for possession of personal property claimed 
under a chattel mortgage executed by a corporation, it is competent 
for the adverse party to go behind the seal and show that it was not 
affixed by the legally exercised authority of the company. Clark v. 
Hodge, 762. 

2. A chattel mortgage recited that a corporation was indebted to the 
mortgagee, “for which he holds my note,” and to secure the same 
“TI do” convey to him certain property owned by the corporation, and 
“if I fail” to pay the debt, the mortgagee may sell, allowing an 
attorney fee to be charged to “me’’; the attestation was “witness my 
hand and seal.” The mortgage was signed by the “president” of the 
corporation as “president” with his private seal, and by others as 
“treasurer” and “stockholder,” and a corporate seal was. set opposite 
to their names: Held, that such mortgage was a conveyance by the 
president personally and not one by the corporation acting through. 
him. Jbid. . 

3. Where the property described in a chattel mortgage which purported 
to be the act of the corporation, but was only that of an officer per- 
sonally, belonged to the corporation, and was in the adverse posses- 
sion of the defendants at the time of the execution of the mortgage, 
the instrument was properly excluded as evidence in an action for the 
possession of the property by the mortgagee. Jbid. 


CHILD, CUSTODY OF. 


1. A father is entitled to the custody of his children against the claims of 

everyone except those to whom he may have committed their custody 

and tuition by deed, or unless he is found to be unfitted for their care 
and custody. Latham v. Ellis, 30. 

2. Where the father of an infant, upon the death of its mother, told the 
grandparents of the child that the latter should always remain with 
them, but subsequently desired the custody of the child, and upon 
refusal brought habeas corpus proceedings, and it appeared that the 
father was of good moral character, industrious and kind, and in 
every way fitted to care for and edueate the child, the custody was 
properly awarded to him. Jbdid. 


- CHOSE IN ACTION. 


1. The right of action which the plaintiff in a judgment has against a 
clerk of the Superior Court for not properly indexing the judgment 
is assignable. Redmond v. Staton, 140. 
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2. The simple assignment of a judgment does not carry with it the right 
of action which the plaintiff has against a clerk of the Superior Court 
for failure to properly index it. Jbid. 


CITIZENSHIP, DIVERSE. ey reqaet es 


Where the ground for removal of a cause from the State to the Federal 
court is diversity of citizenship, the application must be made to the 
State court, and at the term at which answer should be filed; other- 
wise the right to removal is forfeited. Williams v. Telephone Co., 558. 


CLAIM AND DELIVERY. 


The fact that a plaintiff, in an action for rent, prays for the ancillary 
remedy of claim and delivery, to which he is not entitled, does not 
affect his right to any other remedy he may be entitled to. Hargrove 
v. Harris, 418. 


CLAIM OF TITLE BY DEFENDANT IN ACTION OF TRESPASS. 


1. While the failure of the defendant in action in trespass, in ejectment, 

- or quare clausum fregit, does not deprive him of the benefit of proving 

a better title to a part of the land in dispute in himself, or out of the 

plaintiff, yet he must submit to a judgment declaratory of the right 

of his adversary to the land as to which the plaintiff has been com- 
pelled to show title and prove the trespass. Moore v. Angel, 843. 


2. Where, in an action in trespass, the defendant failed to disclaim title 
to all the land declared for by plaintiff, but recovered according to 
the boundaries set up in his answer, with a greater amount for dam- 
ages on his counterclaim than was allowed plaintiff, plaintiff is never- 
theless entitled to costs. Ibid. 


CLERK OF SUPERIOR COURT, 140. | ; 


Although the clerk of the Superior Court cannot, in an action for parti- 
tiow, reform the deed under which the plaintiff claims, the Superior 
Court may grant such relief when the proceeding is transferred or 
goes to it by appeal. Helms v. Austin, 751. 


CLOUD OF TITLE, Action to Remove, 782. 
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COLLATERAL ATTACK, 


1. While mere irregularities in the conduct of a proceeding will not sub- 
ject the decree therein to a collateral, or even, under some circum- 
stances, to a direct attack, the rule is different when the allegations 
in the pleadings necessary to jurisdiction of the court are untrue, and 
where, if the truth had appeared on the record, it would have been 
the duty of the court on motion, or e# mero motu, to have dismissed 
the proceedings for want of jurisdiction. Springer v. Shavender, 12. 


2. Where the children of a person, under a misapprehension of the facts, 
admitted the allegation, in a proceeding for the sale of their ancestor’s 
land, that he was dead, and submitted to a decree for the sale of the 
land, they will:be allowed in a collateral action to impeach such 
decree, and to avoid the estoppel of title derived through it, by show- 
ing that their ancestor was in fact alive at the date of the decree and 
sale. Ibid. 

38. Where, in a proceeding to sell land, an order of sale has been made and 
property sold and the sale confirmed, the judgment is final, and can 
only be set aside in a direct proceeding for that purpose. Smith v. 
Gray, 311. . 


4. Where infant defendants are served with a summons in proceedings 
for the partition of land and a guardian ad litem is appointed, a judg- 
ment affirming the sale cannot be set aside in a collateral proceeding 
for alleged fraud or irregularity. Jbid. 


5. Defendant corporation made an assignment for benefit of creditors, and 
plaintiff, through its attorney, who was also trustee under the defend- 
ant’s assignment, split up its accounts against defendant so as to 
bring it within a justice’s jurisdiction, and obtained judgments 
thereon. The defendant made no defense to the actions before the 
justice of the peace because of quieting representations made by the 
said attorney and trustee: Held, that, in its answer to a creditor’s 
bill brought by plaintiff, the defendant had the right, by way of 
counterclaim, to impeach the said judgments for fraud and to demand 
that they be vacated. Cotton Mills v. Cotton Mills, 647. 


6. In such case the defendant need not set out formally the facts relied 
upon to show its right to equitable relief, if such right can be gathered 
from the whole answer. Ibid. 


7. Where a decreé of court, rendered in 1865, ordering the sale of land, 
recited that service had been made on all the parties to the action, 
some of whom were minors, the recitals will be presumed true in a 
eollateral attack; and where it appears, in addition, that the guardian 
ad litem of the minors was clerk of the court, and that the rights of 
third parties have intervened, the sale under such decree would not 
be disturbed, even in a direct proceeding, unless it should clearly 
appear that the infants had been injured or defrauded. Sledge v. 
Elliott, 712. 
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CONDEMNATION OF RIGHT OF WAY. 


Where a railroad company, seeking to condemn land for its right of way, 
has given ample bond to cover any damages resulting from its wrong- 
ful entry upon the land, an injunction will not issue to restrain such 
company from entering upon the land before the appraisal of damages 
and the payment thereof into court. R. R. v. Lumber Co., 924. 


CONDITIONAL FEE. 


A testator devised land to his daughter P. and her heirs, but in case of 
her death without issue surviving, then to his daughter A.: Held, 
that P. takes a conditional fee simple in the land, liable to be deter- 
mined upon her dying without surviving issue, and A. takes, by way 
of executory devise, a remainder, or future estate or interest, which 
she may assign and convey by deed, which, with warranty, will be 
an estoppel upon her heirs. Wright v. Brown, 26. 


CONDUCTOR OF- RAILROAD TRAIN. 


1. A conductor is, in his relation to those subject to his orders on the 
train in his charge, a vice principal acting for the company. Shadd 
v. R. R., 968. : 

2. Where a servant’s movements are directed by a vice principal of a cor- 
poration and the former believes that discharge from employment will 
follow his disobedience of orders, his acts under such circumstances 
will not render him culpable or guilty of contributory negligence, but 
will be imputed to the company whose officer coerced him to act with- 

out regard to his own wishes or judgment. Jbdid. | 


CONFESSION OF PRISONER. 


Facts ascertained in consequence of declarations or admissions of a 
prisoner, made after threats or inducements held out to him, and the 
declarations connected with and explaining such facts, are admissible. 
S. v. Winston, 990. 


CONFLICT OF LAWS. 


1. Where a loan was made by a building and loan association of Georgia 
to a citizen of this State on application to and through a branch 
agency of such association located in this State, and managed by a 
local treasurer and collector in this State, to whom payments were 
to be made and who received commissions on his collections and gave 
fidelity bond to the association: Held, that the right and liabilities 
of the parties under the contract (though the latter recited that it 
was solvable in the other State) must be determined by the laws of 
this State and not by the laws of the other state—it being the evident 
intent of the parties that the debt should be discharged by payments 
to the local treasurer in this State. Meroney v. Loan Assn., 882. 

2. In the enforcement of a mortgage on land, the usury law of the state 
in which the land is will govern, the security having been given for 
money to be used in the State, though payment of the loan in another 
state was provided. Jbid. 

3, Where a State law and a city ordinance relate to the same matter, the 
latter must give way to the former. SN. v. McCoy, 1059. 
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Under chapter 147, Laws 1885 (“Connor’s Act”), which provides that no 
conveyance of land shall be valid, as against creditors and purchasers 
for value, but from its registration thereof, a deed of trust is of no 
validity whatever as against a judgment creditor unless registered. 
Bostic v. Young, 766. 


CONSIGNMENT. 


1, When a consignor gives a peremptory order for the sale of goods con- 
signed, it becomes the factor’s duty to sell at once, exercising due 
care and prudence; and if he cannot sell at any price, he should report 
that fact and ask for instructions. Spruill v. Davenport, 34. © 


2. A factor or broker receiving express instructions must conform strictly 
thereto, and if loss result from his disobedience, he is responsible to 
his principal in damages. Jbid. 

3. The fact that a commission merchant has made advances to a consignor 
on goods consigned for sale does not relieve him from the duty of fol- 
lowing express instructions concerning the sale, especially when it 
does not appear that the consignor is insolvent. Ibid. 


CONSTITUTIONALITY OF LAWS, 981. 


1. The courts will not declare a statute unconstitutional unless it plainly 
and clearly appears that the General Assembly has exceeded its 
powers. If any doubt exists it will be resolved in favor of the lawful 
exercise of their powers by the representatives of the people. Sutton 
». Phillips, 502. - 

2. An act of the Legislature authorizing a certain person “to act as guard- 
ian” of another without giving bond, is constitutional, and is in itself 
an appointment without intervention of the clerk. Henderson v. 
Dowd, 785. | 


CONSTRUCTION OF STATUTE. 


‘An act authorizing the levy of a tax by a city on a particular date will 
* be construed as authorizing the levy on that date or within a reason- 
able time thereafter. 8S. v. Worth, 1007. 


CONTRACT, 202. 


1. Since the statute (section 574 of The Code), and indeed, independent 
of it, where disputed claims have been preferred against a town, .it 
may make a contract with the creditor whereby the latter agrees to 
discount or throw off a portion, and such an agreement is founded 
upon a sufficient consideration and will be enforced. Bank v. Comrs., 
339, | 

2, Where, in a written contract for the exchange of stock in a corporation 
for land, the instrument stated that certain representations therein as 
to the financial condition of the corporation and the value of the stock 
were the basis of trade, and opportunity was allowed the purchaser 
of the stock for investigation -as to its value, and subsequently a 
formal assignment of the stock was made by a writing which con- 
tained no representations: Heid, (1) that the assignment was a part 
of the same transaction as the agreement for the sale, and was based 
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aie) 


10, 


11. 


upon it, and the fact that the assignment contained no representa- 
tions as to the condition of the corporation or the value of the stock, 
will not prevent a recovery for the breach of the conditions contained 
in the contract of sale (Blacknall v. Rowland, 389) ; (2) the fact that 
the purchaser of the stock had an opportunity to investigate the value. 
of the stock, ete., will not relieve the sellers from liabilities for the 
misrepresentations as to such value, ete. for the purchaser was not 
bound to make such investigations, but had the right to rely upon 
the representations of the sellers. 


. Expressions of opinion as to the value of the subject-matter of a trade 


do not render the seller liable if they are incorrect, unless both falsely 
and fraudulently made; it is otherwise when the representations are 
statements of facts of which the seller has peculiar means of knowl- 
edge, and of which the purchaser is ignorant; henee, 


. Where, as the basis of a sale of stock, the seller makes representations 


as to the financiai condition of a corporation and the value of the 
stock therein, such representations constitute a warranty of the truth 
thereof, and fer a breach thereof the seller is liable to the purchaser. 
Ibid. 


. Contracting parties are not prohibited from inserting in a written 


agreement a provision that an implication, which the law would other- 
wise raise, shall not arise. Banking Co. v. Morehead, 4138. 


. While an executrix who gives a note in her representative capacity for 


money, borrowed to pay debts of the estate, is personally liable, noth- 
ing else appearing, yet when it is so signed, but in the body of the 
note are inserted the words “LL. L. M., exeeutrix, ete, but not per- 
sonally,” she is not personally liable. Jbid. 


. In a eontract between two owners of a note providing that, should 


either of them die before the other, without ‘a living heir,” the sur- 
vivor should become sole owner of the note, the words “living heir” 
should be construed to mean “issue.” Taylor v. Smith, 581. 


. A verbal agreement between two parties owning a note, payable to them 


jointly, that upon the death of either without issue it shall belong to 
the survivor, is valid. Jbid. 


. The statute, section 1326 of The Code, abolishing survivorship in estates 


held in joint tenancy, does not prohibit contracts making the rights 
of the parties dependent on survivorship. Jbid. 

Where, in response to one issue, a jury found that a contract existed 
between two sisters, whereby the survivor shouid have the whole of 
a certain note belonging to them jointly, a finding, in response to 
another issue, that one of the parties at a later date made a gift of 
her share in such note is not inconsistent with the first finding. Tay- 
lor v. Smith, 581. | 

While courts may decide between one of two possible constructions of 
ambiguous terms, and may sometimes resort to pertinent extrinsic evi- 
dence to arrive at a proper interpretation, they cannot, nevertheless, 
supply a supposed ellipsis in order to give legal effect to language 
which, without acon or alteration, would be meaningless. Sinclair 


vu. Hicks, 606. 
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12. A telegraph company cannot by contract restrict its liability for mistake 
or delay in the delivery of a message. Sherrill v. Tel. Co., 655. 


13. A contract, by which the stock, taken out by a borrower and assigned 
to the association, when the mortgage is executed, is forfeited to the 
association on default, without allowance of credit on the mortgage 
for the payments made on the stock, is unconscionable, and, though 
upheld by the laws of the association’s own state, will not be en- 
forced in North Carolina. Rowland v. Loan Assn., 877. 


14. When the foreclosure has realized enough to pay the sum borrowed, 
with interest at the rate stipulated on the face of the mortgage, and 
expenses, and the association has allowed nothing for payments made 
by the borrower on his stock, which he assigned to the association 
when he made the mortgage, such assignment is to be treated as 
merely a pledge of additional security for the loan, and the borrower 
is entitled to a return of the stock. Jbid. 


15. Laws must be consistent with each other and uniform in their bearing 
upon all the people of the State, and inasmuch as the general law 
fixes the rate of interest at six per cent per annum, no law of the 
General Assembly can be allowed to alter or change the general law 
in this respect. Hence, chapter 444, Laws 1895, amendatory of chap- 
ter 7, Vol. II of The Code, has not the effect of allowing a charge by 
building and loan associations of a greater rate than six per cent per 
annum on loans. Jbid. 


16. Plaintiff brought action on a contract whereby he agreed to act as 
agent of a building and loan association and to pay his own expenses, 
in consideration of being paid commissions for stock sold by him, with 
renewal interest in monthly installments, alleging certain amounts to 
be due him on each, and alleged a wrongful repudiation of the con- 
tract by defendant. The defendant pleaded payment of the amounts 
earned on the renewal interest, and on the trial plaintiff abandoned 
his claim as to the commissions and as to the breach of contract: 
Held, that plaintiff cannot recover the expenses incurred by him in 
behalf of defendant in rendering the services under the contract, that 

-_ cause of action not having been pleaded. Smith v. B. and L, Assn., 
102. . 

17. Where a person, as agent of another, contracts to sell an engine of a 
eertain kind, and knowingly delivers an inferior one, the purchaser 
may retain the engine and sue both principal and agent fer damages. 
Alpha Mills v. Engine Co., T9T. 


CONTRACT FOR SALE OF LAND. 


1. The statute of frauds (section 1554 of The Code) only requires that a 
eontract for the sale of land shall be in writing, signed by “the party 
to be charged therewith,” and does not render void a contract that 
eontains a defective description merely. Imp. Co. v. Guthrie, 381. 


2. A contract concerning the sale of land, if signed by the vendor only, 
binds him but not the vendee. Jbid. 

3. If, under a parol contract for the sale of land, the vendor repudiates 
the sale, the vendee may recover back the money paid by him under 
the contract. Ibid. 
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4, A parol contract for the sale of land is not void except at the instance 
of the party who is allowed to plead and does plead the statute of 
frauds, and neither party who repudiates it can take any advantage 
or benefit under it. Ibid. 


5. Where the vendee in a parol contract for the sale of land repudiates the 
same, he cannot recover money which he has paid thereunder to the 
vendor, who is able and willing to perform his contract. Ibid. 


6. Where the vendee in a contract for the sale of land repudiates the 
same, aiter demand by the vendee for a compliance therewith, and 
thereafter the vendor disposes of the land, the vendee cannot, in 
an action brought more than twelve months after his refusal to com- 
ply, recover money paid by him under such contract to the vendor. 
Ibid. 


CONTRACTS OF SURVIVING PARTNER. 


A surviving partner has no right to create or contract new debts binding 
upon the partnership, except to the extent of purchasing new material 
and making new debts so far as may be necessary to work up unfin- 
ished material and sell the same. Howell v. Mfg. Co., 806. 


CONTRIBUTORY NEGLIGENCE. 


1. A passenger who alights from a moving train at the direction of the 
conductor is not, as a matter of law, guilty of contributory negli- 
gence when there was no appearance of danger within the locality 
where he alighted or in the rate of speed of the train. Watkins v. 
R. R., 961. 

2, Previous knowledge, on the part of a person injured, of the existence 
of a defect in sidewalks does not per se establish negligence on his 
part. Russell v. Town of Monroe, 720. 

8. A person walking at night on a town sidewalk is éaly required to use 
ordinary care to avoid defective places therein, and is not required 
to remember the location of defects which he might have seen during 
the day, and is not required to use more than ordinary care to avoid - 
injury therefrom. Jbid. 

4, A person walking on sidewalk has a right to expect and to act on the 
assumption that the town authorities have properly discharged their 
duties by keeping the street in repair—the only exception to the rule 
being the reasonable requirements that pedestrians must take notice 
of such structures as the necessities of commerce or the convenient 
occupation of dwelling-houses may require. Ibid. 


CONTROVERSY WITHOUT ACTION. 


Where, under section 567 of The Code, a controversy is submitted which 
involves matters of great public concern and which is supported by an 
affidavit that a real case exists, and that the controversy is submitted 
in good faith to determine the rights of the parties, this Court will, 
upon appeal, determine the question of law thus raised, although the 
statement of facts is not full enough to render a judgment command- 
ing or prohibiting a thing to be done. (Avery and CLARK, JJ., dis- 
senting.) Far meg wv. Carrington, 315. 
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1. The creditors of a copartnership have no lien upon the partnership 
property as against individual creditors. Armstrong v. Carr, 499. 

2. With the assent of the members of a firm, any one of them is free to 
dispose of the partnership property for his individual use, and a 
creditor cannot intervene to prevent the application. Jbid. 


3..An assignment of partnership property by members of an insolvent 
firm is not rendered fraudulent as to the firm creditors by a clause 
therein preferring over partnership creditors debts due to creditors 
of the individual partners. Ibid. 


CORPORATION.., 


1. As between itself and its creditors, a corporation is simply a debtor, 
and the relation of trustee and cestui gue trust does not exist so as 
to create a lien upon the assets of the corporation in favor of the 

- ereditor in any other sense than applies to an individual debtor. 
Electric Light Co. v. Electric Light Co., 112. 

2, A creditor has no equitable title to assets of a corporation, whether 
solvent or insolvent, in the hands of its treasurer, and the courts will 
not interfere with equitable jurisdiction to enforce the payment of a 
judgment in favor of the creditor against the corporation. Jbid. 


3: Where, as the basis of a sale of stock, the seller makes representations 
as to the financial condition of a corporation and the value of the 
stock therein, such representations constitute a warranty of the truth 
thereof, and for a breach thereof the seller is liable to the purchaser. 

. Blacknall v. Rowland, 389. 

4. A stockholder has the right to inspect books of corporation in order to 
obtain information upon which to frame his complaint. Holt v. Ware- 
house Co., 480. 

5. In an action by a creditor of an insolvent corporation against a stock- 
holder thereof to recover the amount of his unpaid subscription, a 
judgment rendered on the report of a referee in an action to set aside 
an assignment by the corporaticn, together with the findings of the 
referee, that such stockholder, after subscribing for a certain amount 
of stock’and paying in one-half of his subscription, had been allowed 
to draw out, after the assignment, all he had paid in, was competent 
evidence against such stockholder, although he was not a party to the 
action in which such judgment was rendered. Harmon v. Hunt, 678. 

6. Where, in an action by the creditors of an insolvent corporation against 

a stockholder thereof to recover the amount of his unpaid subscrip- 
tion, such stockholder admitted that he had subscribed and had not 
paid his subscription to the capital stock, and introduced no further 
evidence, it was proper to direct a verdict to be rendered against 
him. Jbid. | 

The common seal of a corporation being affixed to an instrument is 

prima facie evidence that it was affixed by competent authority, and 
hence it is not incumbent upon one claiming personal property under 
a mortgage by a corporation to show that its execution was duly 
authorized. Clark v. Hodge, 761. 

8. In the trial of an action for possession of personal property claimed 
under a chattel mortgage executed by a corporation, it is competent 
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for the adverse party to go behind the seal and show that it was not 
affixed by the legally exercised authority of the company. Jbid. 


9, A chattel mortgage recited that a corporation was indebted to the 


10. 


41. 


12. 


rae 
Oo 


i. 


15 


16. 


mortgagee, “for which he holds my note,” and to secure the same “I 
do” convey to him certain property, owned by the corporation, and 
“if I fail” to pay the debt, the mortgagee may sell, allowing an attor- 
ney fee to be charged to ‘“‘me”; the attestation was “witness my hand 
and seal.” The mortgage was signed by the “president” of the cor- 
poration as “president,” with his private seal, and by others as 
“treasurer” and “stockholder,” and the corporate seal was set oppo- 
site to their names: Held, that such mortgage was a conyeyance by 
the president perscnally and not one by the corporation acting through 


him. Ibid. 


Where the property described in a chattel mortgage, which purported 
to be the act of the corporation but was only that of an officer per- 
sonally, belonged to the corporation, and was in the adverse posses- 
‘sion of the defendant at the time of the execution of the mortgage, 
the instrument was properly excluded as evidence in an action for 
the possession of the property by the mortgagee. Ibid. 


However broad may be the general power of the manager of a corpora-. 
tion to conduct its manufacturing business, it cannot extend to a 
transaction which virtually results in a discontinuance of its busi- 
ness. Bank v. Lumber Co., 827. 

To make the proceedings of a meeting of directors of a corporation 
regular, it must be at a stated time provided for in the charter or 
by-laws or held after notice to all of the directors. Ibid. 


. The acts of a majority of directors of a corporation held at an unusual 


time and place, without notice to all of the directors, are not valid. 
Ibid. , | , 

Where it appears that a majority of directors of a corporation met at 
an unusual time and place for holding meetings, and no record of the 
meeting is produced or alleged to exist, one who attempts to show 
that the corporation by the acts of such meeting ratified the unau- 
thorized act of its agent, must prove that the meeting was regular 
and that all the directors had actual notice thereof. Ibid. | 


A domestic corporation has no residence within the meaning of section 
192 of The Code, and an action may therefore be brought against it 
by a nonresident plaintiff in any county, subject to the power of the 
court to change the venue. Cline v. Mfg. Co., 887. 

Service of a summons upon the receivers of a corporation is service 
upon the corporation itself as fully as if made upon the president and 
superintendent. Grady v. R. R., 952. 


CORPORATION, Taxation of. 


It is within the legislative power of taxation, in respect to corporations, 


to levy any two or more of the following taxes simultaneously: 
(1) on the franchise (inciuding corporate dividends); (2) on the 
eapital stock; (8) on the tangible property of the corporation, and 
(4) on the shares of the capital stock in the hands of the stock- 
holders. The tax on the two subjects last named is imperative. 
Comrs. v. Tobacco Co., 441. 
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. When costs only are involved an appeal will not lie. Elliott v. Tyson, 


184. 


. Where, in an action for trespass, the defendant failed to disclaim title 


to all the land declared for by plaintiff, but recovered according to 
the boundaries set up in his answer, with a greater amount for dam- 
ages on his counterclaim than was allowed plaintiff, plaintiff is 
nevertheless entitled to costs. Moore v. Angel, 843. 


8. A surety on plaintiff's prosecution bond is liable only for “such costs 


as defendant shall recover of” the plaintiff in the action, and is not 
liable for any part of the plaintiff’s costs. Smith v. Arthur, 871. 


. Where the plaintiff in an action obtained judgment against the defend- 


ant for a certain amount and costs, but execution was stayed and the 
action retained until a counterclaim raised by the defendant could 
be disposed of, and a compromise of such counterclaim was agreed 
upon between the parties, whereby plaintiff's judgment was reduced 
and he consented to pay costs: Held, that such agreement was not 
binding on the surety on the prosecution bond and he is not liable for 
any of the costs of the action. Ibid. 


. Though a surety on a prosecution bond is not a party to the action, 


yet, when he is made a party to a proceeding to tax the costs in a 
ease, he may appeal from the order allowing the motion to retax. 
Ibid. 


COUNSEL, Action for Both Parties, 647. — 


Appearance of counsel for both parties to an action invalidates the judg- 


ment therein. Arrington v. Arrington, 170. 


COUNSEL, Advice of, 75. 


Ignorance of the law excuses no one, and the vicarious ignorance of 


counsel has no greater value; therefore the unlawful sale of spirituous 
liquors is not excused by the fact that the defendant, acting under 
advice of his counsel, believed that the particular sale was not a 
violation of the law. S. v. Downs, 1064. 


COUNSEL, Argument of. 


The extent to which counsel may comment upon witnesses and parties 


must be left to the sound discretion of the trial judge, and such dis- 
eretion will not be reviewed on appeal unless it is apparent that the 
impropriety of counsel was gross and calculated to prejudice the 


| jury. Pearson v. Crawford, T56. 


COUNSEL, Negligence of. 


1. Negligence of counsel, when no excuse for laches of party. Boyer v. 


Garner, 125. 


2. The negligence of counsel failing to have record on appeal printed is 


no excuse to appellant for failure to print. Dunn v. Underwood, 525. 
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COUNTERCLAIM, 647. 


A counterclaim embracing a transaction not connected with the subject 
of the action and with which the plaintiffs had no connection, but 
which was for an alleged tort against parties other ‘than the plaintiff, 
was properly disallowed. Hlectric Light Co. v. Electric Light Co., 112. 


COUNTY BONDS. 


1. In submitting to the vote of the electors of a county the question of 
subscription of county bonds in aid of a railroad, a substantial com- 
pliance by the county commissioners with chapter 233, Acts 1885, as 
amended by chapter 89, act of 1887, is sufficient, if there be no fraud. 
R. R. v. Comrs., 568. 

2. When, at such election, a majority of the qualified voters of the county | 
vote for the subscription it is the duty of the county commissioners 
to issue the bonds. Jbid. 


COUNTY COMMISSIONERS. 


1. In submitting to the vote of the electors of a county the question of 
subscription of county bonds in aid of a railroad, a substantial com- 
pliance by the county commissioners with chapter 233, Laws 1885, as 
amended by chapter 89, act of 1887, is sufficient, if there be no fraud. 
RR. v. Comrs., 568. 

2. Where, at. such election, a majority of the qualified voters of the county 
yote for the subscription it is the duty of the county commissioners 
to issue the bonds. Jbdid. 


3. The sale by county commissioners of county property, at a grossly 
inadequate price and for less than could have been obtained by 
reasonable effort, and without opportunity for competition, is evi- 
dence of omission of duty under section 1090 of The Code. S. wv. 
Hatch, 1003. 


COUNTY SUBSCRIPTION TO RAILROAD. 


1. In submitting to the vote of the electors of a county the question of 
subscription of county bonds in aid of a railroad, a substantial com- 
pliance by the county commissioners with chapter 233, Laws 1885, as 
amended by chapter 89, act of 1887, is sufficient, if there be no fraud. 


RR, RB. uv, Comrs., 563. 
2. Where, at such election, a-majority of the qualified voters of the county 
vote for the subscription it is the duty of the county commissioners to 
-issue the bonds. Jbdid. 


- 


COURSE AND DISTANCE. 


_ The general rule is that the calls in a grant or deed control in locating 
the land conveyed thereby, subject to the exception that where a 
natural object or monument is called for, and it is susceptible of loca- 
tion, such natural object or monument, when located, will control the 
course and distance; but such calls must be both reasonable and 
eertain. Brown v. nee Bo? 
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COVERTURE. 


When the fact of the coverture of a woman appears in the complaint or 
other pleadings in an action on a promise to pay money, she not being 
a free trader, and not having specifically bound her separate estate 
for its payment, a personal judgment rendered therein against her 
is a nullity and will be set aside on motion. Green v. Ballard, 144. 


CREDITOR’S BILL. 


A defendant corporation against which judgments have been taken in an 
unconscionable manner may, in its answer to a creditor’s bill brought 
by the judgment creditor, impeach, by way of counterclaim, the said 
judgments and demand that they be vacated. Cotton Mills v. Cotton 
Mills, 647. 


OURTESY, Tenant by. 


1. The act of 1849 (section 1840 of The Code) only prohibited the husband 
from selling or leasing the real estate of his wife without her con- 
sent, and prevented the sale of the land under execution against the 
husband, but his rights as tenant by the curtesy initiate to the rents 
and profits were not impaired thereby. Cobb.v. Rasberry, 187. 

2. Where the marriage and seizin of the wife in the lands took place 
before the adoption of the Constitution of 1868, the husband has the 
right to the crops on his wees lands, and may sell, lease; or mort- 
gage them. TJbid. 

3. Where a feme covert with the consent of her husband mortgaged her 
separate real estate to secure money borrowed upon the joint note of 
herself and her husband to improve the land, and upon the death of 
the wife the land is sold upon the petition of the surviving husband 
and the heir of the wife, the curtesy interest should not be charged 
with the debt, but the debt should first be paid out of the entire pro- 
ceeds and the curtesy interest ascertained and paid from the surplus. 
In re Freeman, 199. 


DAMAGES, Action for, 389. - 


1. Under chapter 251, Acts 18938, it is no longer necessary to allege want 
of probable cause in proceedings to recover damages against plaintiff 
in attachment suits. Crawford v. Pearson, 718. 

2. It is not necessary, under the provisions of section 341 of The Code, 
that a separate action shall be brought on an injunction bond for 
damages sustained, but such damages may be ascertained by proceed- 
ings fn the same action. Jbid. , 

That the principal in an undertaking, given in an injunction suit, was 
sued without making the sureties parties makes no difference. Ibid. 

4. Before a motion to assess damages sustained by the wrongful suing 
out of an injunction can be allowed there must be a final determina- 
tion of the action. Jbid. 

5. In the trial of an action for damages caused by fire started by sparks 
from a locomotive, witnesses had deseribed the wind on that day as 
“hard,” “unusual,” and “extraordinary,” and the trial judge instructed 
the jury that, if the wind causing the escape of sparks from the loco- 


eo 
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DAMAGES, Action for—Continwed. 


motive was ‘unusual and extraordinary,” and if, but for the “unusual 
and extraordinary” character of the wind, the sparks would not have 
escaped and communicated the fire to plaintiff’s premises, defendant 
was not liable: Held, such charge was erroneous, in that the court 
did not explain the meaning of the words “unusual and extraordi- 
nary,” so as to present to the jury the question whether the wind 
could have been reasonably expected at that season and in that sec- 
tion of the country. Blue v. R. R., 955. 


6. Where a person, as agent of another, contracts to sell an engine of a 
certain kind and knowingly delivers an inferior one, the purchaser 
may retain the engine and sue both principal and agent for damages. 
Alpha Mills v. Engine Co., 797. 


7. A plaintiff in an action for false warranty in the sale of an engine is 
entitled only to damages naturaily arising from the fraud, and not to 
interest on his payments nor to amounts paid for insurance. Jbid. 


DAMAGES, Right of Action for. 


Where R. bought from F. a judgment which the clerk of the Superior 
Court had failed to properly index, and by reason of such negligence 
lost a lien upon land, and it did not appear that, in taking an assign- 
ment of the judgment, R. contracted with F. for anything but the 
judgment: Held, that R. acquired only the right to enforce the judg- 
ment and to enjoy its fruits, and not the right, which F. had, to sue 
the clerk for his failure to properly index it. Redmond v. Staton, 140. 


DAMAGES, For Breach of Contract. 


Plaintiff brought action on a contract whereby he agreed to act as agent 
of a building and loan association and to pay his own expenses, in 
consideration of being paid commissions for stock sold by him with 
renewal interest in monthly installments, alleging certain amounts to 
be due him on each, and alleged a wrongful repudiation of the contract 
by defendant. The defendant pleaded payment of the amounts earned 
on the renewal interest, and on the trial plaintiff abandoned his claim 
as to the commissions and as to the breach of contract: Held, that 
plaintiff cannot recover the expenses incurred by him in behalf of , 
defendant in rendering the services under the contract, that cause of 
action not having been pleaded. Smith v. B. and L. Assn., 102. 


DECEASED PERSON, Transactions with, What Are Not. 


Testimony that a witness carried supplies to a decedent during her sick- 
ness is not such evidence of a conversation or transaction as to make 
the witness incompetent under section 590 of The Code. Cowan v. 
Laybourn. 


DECEDENT. 


1. The real or personal assets of a deceased person cannot be applied to 

| the payment of his debts where there is no lien, except by or through 
his personal representative. Holden v. Strickland, 185. 

2. The estate of a decedent is not liable for a note given by an executor 
in his representative capacity for money borrowed and used for the 
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DECEDENT—Continned. / 


purpose of paying debts of the estate, even though the lender knew 
to what purpose it was to be applied. Banking Co. v. Morehead, 410... 


DECEIT, 1052. 
‘ Declarations and admissions of prisoner. 8. v. Winston, 990, 


DECLARATIONS AGAINST TITLE. 


In an action to recover land bought by the purchaser at a mortgage sale, 
a declaration against title made by the mortgagor after the execution 
of the mortgage is not competent evidence against the plaintiff. Jarvis 
v. Vanderford, 147. 


DECREE, 


It was not essential to the validity of a decree in a proceeding to sell land 
for assets, under the Revised Code, that it should be signed. Sledge 
©. Hlliott, 712. 


DECREE, Compromise. 


Where, in a will contest, a compromise judgment was entered whereby 
legatees named in the will were to receive certain amounts in settle- 
ment of their legacies which were ordered to be paid by the adminis- 
trator cum testamento thereafter to be appointed, the judgment was. 
not such a judgment as, under section 580 of The Code, would draw 
interest from its date. Moore v. Pullen, 284, 


DEED. 


1. All rules adopted for the construction of deeds embody what the law, 
founded on reason and experience, declares to be the best means of 
arriving at the intention of the parties at the time of the delivery of 
the deed; hence, course and distance or even what is considered, in 
law, a more certain or controlling call, must yield to evidence, if 
believed, that the parties at the time of the execution of the deed 
actually ran and located a different line from that called for, such 
evidence being admitted to show the description of the line to be a 
mistake. Cov v. McGowan, 1381. 


2. Where a deed contains two irreconcilable descriptions of the entire 
boundaries of a tract of land or of a single line, calls for more stable 
monuments, such as the lines of other tracts or well Known natural 
objects, will be adopted rather than course and distance. Ibid. 


3. Where there are inconsistent descriptions in a deed, although in doubt- 
ful cases the custom most favorable to the grantee will prevail on the 
rule that the first description is presumed to express the true inten- 
tion of the parties, yet a specific description will prevail over a gen- 
eral one whether it comes before or after the latter. Jbdid. 

4, A deed made by E. §S., of the first part, and S. &., “his wife, and her 
heirs, named on the back of the deed,” of the other part, conveyed 
certain lands to the wife and her children, a life estate being reserved 
to the grantor. On the back of the deed the names of the children: 
were indorsed and, in addition, the provision that if the wife should - 
have any other children they should have an equal share with the 
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DEED—Continued. 


“above heirs”: Held, that the wife and children took a fee simple. 
Helms v. Austin, T51. 


dD. Altbough the clerk of the Superior Court cannot, in an action for par- 

_ tition, reform the deed under which the plaintiff claims, the Superior 

Court may grant such relief when the proceeding is transferred or 
goes to it by appeal. Jbid. 


6. Where a donor acknowledges the execution of a deed for the purpose 
of registration, and it is accordingly registered, a delivery is pre- 
sumed, and only clear proof will warrant a court in holding the pre- 
sumption to be rebutted; and the subsequent acts or declarations of 
the grantor to the effect that a delivery was not intended are inad- 
missible to rebut such presumption. Jbid. 


7. The presumption of the delivery of a voluntary deed by a father to his 
wife and children (in which he reserves a life estate) arising from 
the fact of registry, is not rebutted by the fact that the grantor re- 
tained possession of the deed and of the land which he listed for | 

taxation, and by an indorsement made on the back of the deed by the 
probate judge for the grantor that “the cause of my giving my lands © 
to my family by deed as well as by will is in order to give the courses 
and distances of the same.” Jbid. 


8. Although, where an agreement has been reduced to writing, parol evi- 
dence is not admissible to contradict; add to or explain it, yet when a 
deed authorized defendant railroad company to take so much of the 
land as was necessary for its roadway, ete., parol evidence is admis- 
sible to show that the defendant agreed to pay, in addition to the 
consideration expressed in the deed, the value of any land taken or 
used in excess of a strip twenty feet wide. Johnson v. R. R., 926. 


9. Where a grantee accepts and acts under a deed, availing himself of its 
benefits, he cannot be heard to say that the person who negotiated 
for the land and procured the execution of the deed, was not its agent 
to make an agreement as to the compensation to be paid the grantor: 
Toid. 


DEED, Description. 


A description of lands in a deed as “lying on the west side of Spring 
Street and north of Mill Street,” followed by courses and distances 
from “a stone” on Spring Street around a parallelogram to the place 
of beginning, without indicating whether the starting point is at the 
intersection of Spring and Mill streets, or at a more remote point, is 
not so vague and uncertain on its face as to require the exclusion of 
proof aliunde to locate the land by fitting the description to the lot 
claimed under the deed. Hartsell v. Coleman, 670. 


DEED OF SETTLEMENT. 


1. The power of a married woman to dispose of land, held by her under 
a deed of settlement, is not absolute but limited to the mode and 
manner pointed out in the instrument... Kirby v. Boyette,.165. 

2. Where land was conveyed. to a trustee for the sole and separate use of 
a married woman, to be free from any debts of her husband, a mort- 
gage executed by her and her husband, without the joinder of the 
trustee, is void. and the fact that the trustee becomes the owner of 
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DEED OF SETTLEMENT—Continued. 


the note secured by the mortgage and seeks to foreclose the latter 
gives it no validity. Jbid. . 
' 3S. The power conferred upon a married woman by Article X. section 6, to 
. dispose of her property is subject to such limitations as her Ee: 
or devisor may prescribe in a deed or will. Jbdid. 


DEED, Delivery of. 


Where a deed is acknowledged and filed for registration, and is registered, 
a delivery is presumed. Helms v. Austin, 751. 


DEED, Registration of. 


Under chapter 147, Acts 1885 (“Connor’s Act’), which provides that no 
. conveyance of land shall be valid against innocent purchasers for a 
valuable consideration from the donor, bargainor, or lessor, ete. a 
sheriffs: deed for land duly registered takes precedence of a similar 
deed which, though dated first and made in pursuance of a prior sale, 

was reslsicred later. Hooker v. Nichols, 157. . 


DEED, Reformation of. 


Although the clerk of the Superior Court cannot, in an action for parti- 
tion, reform the deed under which the plaintiff claims, the Superior 
Court may grant such relief when the proceeding is transferred or 
goes to it by appeal. Helms v. Austin, 751. 


DEED, Recitals in. 


After the lapse of thirty years, the recital in a deed that the sale under 
which it was made was authorized by a decree of court entered in a 
cause of which the records of the petition and order, but not of the 

- decree.of.confirmation, are existent, will be presumed to be true. 
Sledge v. Elliott, T12. _ 


DEED, Unregistered. 


.. *€onnor’s Act,” ckapter 147, Laws 1885, providing that no purchase from 
| a bargainor or lessor shall pass. title as against an unregistered deed 
executed .before 1 December, 1885, of which the purchaser has notice, 
applies to a purchase at sale under execution. Cowen v. Withrow, T71. 


DEED OF TRUST. 


A deed of edt or anonipage Seeciiad to secure existing debts, and includ- 
ing the bulk of trustor’s property, is an assignment for benefit of 
creditors in meaning of Acts 1898. Bank v. Gilmer, 684. 


DEFECTIVE STATEMENT OF CAUSE OF ACTION. 


While the courts will lend their aid in putting a proper construction upon 
the facts stated where the complaint sets out a cause of action, though 
defectively stated, yet they will not entertain a complaint which 
states no cause of action. Webb v. Hicks, 598. 


INDEX. 


DEMURRER ORE TENUS. 


A motion to dismiss an action for want of jurisdiction or because the 
complaint does not state a cause of action is not such a demurrer 
‘ore tenus as will permit an appeal from its refusal. Burrell v. 
Hughes, 480. 


DENIAL OF TITLE. 


Where, in a proceeding for partition, the plaintiff claims to be tenant in 
common with plaintiff, and the defendant denies plaintiff’s title and 
alleges sole seizin in himself, the proceeding becomes in effect an 
action of ejectment, and the burden of proof is on the plaintiff to 
establish his title. Huneycutt v. Brooks, 788. 


DEPOSITIONS. 


L Exceptions to are unavailable, when. Bank v. Burgwyn, 122. 


2. In the taking of a deposition, interrogatories are not required to be in 
writing, and when there is nothing to indicate that the deposition 
does not contain the whole of the deponent’s testimony, or that it 
was not written down at the time and in the presence of the witness, 
a motion to quash should be refused. Bank v. Bank, 815. 


DESCRIPTION IN DEED, 859. 


a All rules adopted for the ‘eoneenucton of deids embody what the law, 
founded on reason and experience, declares to be the best means of 
arriving at the intention of the parties at the time of the delivery of 
the deed; hence, course and distance or even what is considered, in 
law, a more certain or controlling call, must yield to evidence, if 
believed, that the parties at the time of the execution of the deed 
actually ran and located a different line from that called for, such 
evidence being admitted to show the description of the line to be a 
mistake. Cox v. McGowan, 131 


2. Where a deed. contains two ip ecouetable descriptions of the entire 
boundaries of a tract of land or of a single line, calls for more stable 
monuments, such as the lines of other tracts or well known natural 
objects, will be adopted rather than course and distance. Jbid. 


8. Where there are inconsistent descriptions in a deed, although in doubt- 
ful cases the custom most favorable to the grantee will prevail, on the 
rule that the first description is presumed to express the true inten- 
tion of the parties, yet a specific description will prevail over a gen- 
eral one whether it comes before or after the latter. bid. 


4. A description of lands in a deed as “lying on the west side of Spring 
Street and north of Mill Street,” followed by courses and distances 
from ‘‘a stone” on Spring Street around a parallelogram to the place 
of beginning, without indicating whether the starting point is at the 
intersection of Spring and Mill streets, or at a more remote point, is 
not so vague and uncertain on its face as to require the exclusion of 
proof aliunde to locate the land by fitting the description to the lot 
claimed under the deed.. Hartsell v. Coleman, 670. 
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DEVISE. 
1. Where a testator devised land to a grandson, who was directed to pay 
to testator’s daughter one-half of its value out of the rents or from 


_any other source except by sale of the land, the daughter’s share is a 
charge upon the land. Hunt v. Wheeler, 422. 


_ 2, Where, under a will devising all of testator’s land to his wife, re- 

mainder to his nephew (the plaintiff) in fee, except 50 acres in some 

suitable place and on certain conditions to defendant, and defendant, 

’ who was a tenant of the wife during her life, of 50 aeres on which 

testator had settled him, claims title thereto as being in a suitable 

place and on conditions performed, an action by plaintiff for posses- 

sion involves the title to land, and is not within the jurisdiction of a 
justice of the peace. Wright v. Harris, 460. 


8. Where a testatrix devised land to her son for life, and after his death 
to his lawful heir or heirs, if any, and if none, to the children of 
another son, the words “heir or heirs’ will be construed to mean his 
issue and not his heirs generally, and upon his death without issue 
the land goes to the children of the other son, all of whom were living 
at the date of the will. Francks v. Whitaker, 518. 


DEVISEE, Indebtedness of, to Estate. 


Where a will provides for the equal distribution of the testator’s estate, 
and one of the devisees is indebted to the testator, it is proper to add 
the amount of such indebtedness to the value of the personal and 
real estate, and after ascertaining the share of each, to deduct from 
the share of the one so indebted the amount of his indebtedness. 
Balsley v. Batsley, 472. 


DIRECTORS’ MEETING. 


1. To make the proceedings of a meeting of directors of a corporation 

regular, it must be at a stated time provided for in the charter or 

by-laws or held after notice to all of the directors. Bank v. Lumber 
Co., 827. | | 

2. The acts of a majority of directors of a corporation held at an unusual 
time and place, without notice to all of the directors, are not valid. 
Ibid. | ? 

3. Where it appears that a majority of directors of a corporation met at 
an unusual time and place for holding meetings, and no record of the 
meeting is produced or alleged to exist, one who attempts to show 
that the corporation by the acts of such meeting ratified the unau- 
thorized act of its agent, must prove that the meeting was regular 
and that all the directors had actual notice thereof. Ibid. | 


DISCLAIMER, Failure of Defendant in Action for Trespass to Make, 843. 


DISCRETION OF JUDGE: 


1. Leave to plead at the trial term of the Superior Court on an appeal 
from a justice of the peace is discretionary with the trial judge. 
Glenn v. Winstead, 451. 

2, The extent to which counsel may comment upon witnesses and parties 
must be left to the sound discretion of the trial judge, and such dis- 
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DISCRETION OF JUDGE—Continued. 


cretion will not be reviewed on appeal unless it is apparent that the 
impropriety of counsel was gross and calculated to prejudice the jury. 
Pearson v. Crawford, T56. 


DISCRIMINATION. 


A contract whereby a telegraph company gives to a railroad company a 
preference of business over its line to the exclusion of others is an 
illegal discrimination and cannot excuse the telegraph company for 
using the line of another company in the transmission of a message 
between two points in this State between which it has a continuous 
line. Leavell v. Telegraph Co., 211. 


DISTILLERY, Illicit, on Mortgaged Land. 


The mere erection of a house on land and its use as a distillery is not, as 
a matter of law, notice to a mortgagee that a distillery is being main- 
tained thereon so as to render his interest liable to a forfeiture for 
violation, by the distiller, of the revenue laws. Glenn v. Winstead, 
451. ) | 


DOUBLE TAXATION. 


1. The imposition upon a corporation of a tax on its “capital stock,” in 
addition to a requirement that it shall list for taxation and pay the 
taxes assessed on the shares of its stockholders, does not make 
“double taxation.” Comrs. v. Tobacco Co., 441. 

2. It is competent for the Legislature to tax the whole of the capital stock 
of a corporation, although, to the extent of the value of its real and 
personal property (which must be taxed), it is double taxation, but 

under section 39 of chapter 296, Acts 1898, providing for the taxation 

of. the capital stock of corporations, such double taxation is avoided 
by taxing only the value of the capital stock in. excess of the value 
of its real and personal property listed for taxation in tats State. 
Ibid. : 


EIJECTMENT. | 


Where, under a will devising all of testator’ s land to his wife, remainder 

_ to his nephew (the plaintiff) in fee, except 50 acres in some suitable 

| place and on certain conditions to defendant, and defendant, who was 

a tenant of the wife during her life, of 50 acres on which testator 

had settled him, claims title thereto as being in a suitable place and 

on conditions performed, an action by plaintiff for possession involves 

the title to land and is not within the jurisdiction of a justice of the 
peace. ie v. Harris, 460. 


ELECTION. 


In submitting to the vote of ne electors of a county the question of sub- 
seription of county bonds in aid of a railroad, a substantial compli- 
ance by the county commissioners with chapter 233, Laws 1885, as 
amended by chapter 89, Laws 1887, is sufficient, if there be no fraud. 


R. R. v. Comrs., 568. 


675 


INDEX. 


AID OF RAILROAD, 339. 


ELECTION TO OFFICE. 


1. A person cannot be elected to an office that does not exist at the time 
of the election; therefore, 


2. Where an office was created by an act of the General Assembly passed 
8S March but not ratified until the 12th day of March, an election on 
% March to fill such office was void. 8S. v. Meares, 582. 


ELECTION, Regularity of. 


1. Where an act of the Legislature authorized the issue of bonds by a 
town in aid of a railroad, and provided for their payment by taxation, 
but did not provide for an election on the question of their issuance, 
and the election was held in conformity to existing election laws 
relating to the borrowing of money by municipalities, the bonds issued 
pursuant to such election are valid in the hands of a bona fide owner. 
Bank v. Comrs., 339. 


2. An act of the Legislature authorizing towns to issue bonds in aid of a 
railroad, and providing for the mode of payment thereof, is not void 
under section 7, Article VII of the Constitution, because it does not 
provide for a special election to ascertain the will of the people, since 
the general laws relating to such elections are applicable. Jbid. 

3. The records of a municipality showing that a proposition to allow it 
to issue bonds authorized by the Legislature was submitted after 
thirty days’ notice, and that a majority of the qualified registered 
electors signified their assent by their affirmative ballots, are con- 
clusive evidence that the will of the majority was so expressed. Ibid. 


ELLIPSIS. 


The court will not supply a supposed ellipsis in a contract in order to 
give legal effect to language which, without addition or alteration, is 
meaningless. Sinclair v. Hicks, 606. 


ENACTMENT OF LAWS. 


When it appears that a bill has been duly signed by the presiding officer 
of the two Houses of the General Assembly, declaring it to have been 
read three times in each House, the courts cannot go behind such 
ratification to inquire whether it was fraudulently or erroneously 
enrolled before it. had been passed after the requisite readings by 
each House, although the journals do not show that it was so passed. 
Carr v. Coke, 228. 


EQUITABLE ACTION. 


In an equitable action for the settlement of the estate of a deceased ad- 
ministrator, and to satisfy a judgment obtained in another state 
against his personal representatives’ and the sureties on his bond, 
such sureties ‘may intervene and receive credit for what they have 
paid on the judgment, remaining liable to plaintiffs for any balance 
due on the judgment in excess of what may be nealeed in the present 
action. Moore v. Smith, 667. 
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EQUITABLE RELIEF, 647. 


1. Under The Code practice, whenever either party to an action, by his 
pleadings, sets up a ground for and prays equitable relief, the court 
will adjust all equities between the parties, whatever be the form of 
the action. Parker v. Beasley, 1. 


2. As between itself and its creditors a corporation is simply a debtor, 
and the relation of trustee and cestui que trust does not exist so as to 
create a lien upon the assets of the corporation in favor of the credi- 
tor in any other sense than applies to an individual debtor. Hlectric 
Light Co. v. Electric Light Oo. 112. — | 

138. A ereditor has no equitable title to assets of a corporation, whether 
solvent or insolvent, in the hands of its treasurer, and. the courts 
will not interfere with their equitable jurisdiction to enforce the pay- 
ment of a judgment in favor of the creditor against the corporation. 
LTbid. 


EQUITY JURISDICTION. 


_ Where it appears to a court of Equity that the.parties to a suit are in peri 
delicto in respect to a covinous agreement, the court will not interfere 
to give relief, but will leave the parties to exercise their rights as they 
may be permitted in a court of law. Bank v. Adrian, 587. 


ERROR, Harmless. 


Where, in the trial of an action. a plaintiff is not entitled to recover in 
any view of the evidence, whether admitted or excluded, the exclusion 
of evidence is not error of which plaintiff can complain... Love v. 
Raleigh, 296. 


ESTOPPEL, 487,- 961. 


1. Where the children of a person, under a misapprehension of the facts, 
admitted the allegation in a proceeding for the sale of their ancestor’s 
land that he was dead, and submitted to a decree for the sale of the 
land, they will be allowed in a collateral action to impeach such 
decree and to avoid the estoppel of title derived through it, by show: 
ing that their ancestor was in fact alive at the ee of the decree 

and sale. Springer v. Shavender, 12. 

2, When foreign judgment is an estoppel, 40. 

3. Where, in a suit by a railroad company. to compel the issuance by a 
town of bonds in aid of the railroad, a compromise decree was ren- 
dered whereby the town was released from liability for one-half of 

. its subscription in consideration of its issuing the other half, the 

town is estopped from denying the validity of the bonds issued in pur- 
suance of such decree, and such estoppel is as effectual in favor of 
the purchaser of the bonds in a suit to compel the payment of coupons 
as it would be if the action were brought by the railroad company. 
Bank v. Comrs., 3389. - 

4. Where one of the parties to an arbitration executes his bond for the 
amount of an award, as directed bythe arbitrators, he is estopped 
to defend an action thereon on the.ground that he executed it in 
ignorance of a mistake in the award and of the fact that the award 
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was reviewable by a court as to a question of law iny olved therein. 
Patton v. Garrett, 847. 


5. An assignment of a fire policy by a feme covert, without the consent 
of her husband, and to one having no interest in the property, is valid 
when it was assented to by the agent of the insurer and was not pro- 
cured by false representations or suppression of facts. In such ease, 
the defendant is estopped to deny the validity of the assignment, 
Blackburn v. Ins. Co., 821. 


6. Where a grantee accepts and acts under a deed, availing himself of its 
benefits, he cannot be heard to say that the person who negotiated 
for the land and procured the execution of the deed was not its agent 
to make an agreement as to the compensation to be paid the grantor. 
Johnson v. R. R., 926. 


EVIDENCE. 


1. Foreign judgment, when competent in evidence, 40. 


2. Where a receiver is ‘applied for on the ground that, by reason of fraud 
practised upon the plaintiff by defendants in the purchase of goods, 
and that the title never vested in defendants, it is necessary to allege 
and prove that the goods for which the receiver is applied for are 
identically the same goods so fraudulently obtained. Witz v. Gray, 48. 


3. Where the vesting of an absolute estate depended upon the payment of 
certain debts by the devisee, and, in the trial of an issue whether all 
such debts had been paid, a note was produced, signed by him, un- 
canceled, and found among the. effects of another decedent: Held, 
that the production of such note raised the presumption that the note 
had not been paid, and in such case, it is immaterial when the statute 
of limitations began torun. Johnson v. Gooch, 64. 


4, That a proseeution for forgery was instituted upon the advice of counsel 
- is only evidence to rebut the presumption of malice, and it should 
be left to the jury to find whether malice, which might be inferred 
from want of probable cause, has been rebutted by the other evidence. 
Thurber v. B. and L. Assn., 75. 


5. The fact that, in the trial of an action, A. was shown to have been 
clerk of a court at a certain date, does not create a presumption that 
he was such clerk several years prior to that date. Jarvis v. Vander- 
ford, 147. 

6. A witness who has not qualified himself as an expert as to handwriting, 

~. and has never seen a certain person write, and has never corresponded 
with him,:is incompetent to testify as to such person’s handwriting 
by comparing it with other writing alleged but not known to be the 
latter’s, Ibid. 

7. In an action to recover land, brought by the purchaser at a mortgage 
sale, a declaration against title made by the mortgagor after the exe- 
cution of the mortgage is not competent evidence against the plain- 
tiff. bid. | 

8. Where, in the trial of an action, a plaintiff is not entitled to recover 

| in any view of the evidence, whether admitted or excluded, the ex- 
clusion of evidence is not error of which plaintiff can complain. Love 
v. Raleigh, 296. 
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9. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


~14.. 


Testimony that' a witness carried supplies to a decedent during her 
sickness is not such evidence of a conversation or transaction as to 
make the witness incompetent under section 590 of The Code. Cowan 
v, Layburn, 526. 

An application for removal of a cause from a State to a Federal Court, 

on the ground of local prejudice, must be made to the Federal and not’ 
to the State Court. Williams v. Telephone Co., 558. 


Where the ground for removal of a cause from the State to the Federal 
Court is diversity of citizenship, the application must be made to the 
State Court, and at the term at which the answer should be filed; 
otherwise the right to removal is forfeited. Hence, where the answer 
should have been filed at April Term of a court, which adjourned a 
week earlier than the time allowed by law, and an answer filed on the 
15th of June following was treated as if filed in time, an application 
to remove made at the time of actually filing the answer was too 
late. Ibid. 

Where, in the trial of an action to recover land, the plaintiff introduced 
as a part of his chain of-title a grant from the State containing cer- 
tain calls, differing in some respects from a deed under which he 
claimed title and which covered the locus in quo, he is not precluded 
from introducing the latter deed by reason of such variations in the 
calls. Campbell v. Morrison, 629. 


.In order to make the declarations of the assignor after the assignment 


competent evidence in the trial of an action to set aside the deed as 
fraudulent, it must be shown by evidence outside of such declara- 
tions that the assignor and the assignee conspired to defraud the 
assignor’s creditors. Blair v. Brown, 681. 

Oral’ evidence of the contents of a telegram was properly excluded 
when the only evidence of its loss or destruction was the statement. 
of the operator that he had “searched for it but could not find it’; 


that “some original telegrams are destroyed and some sent to head- 


~ quarters”; and that no search had been made at headquarters for 


16. 


17. 


the missing one. Ibid. 


A provision in the deed of assignment that the assignee should sell the 


property conveyed and pay the assignor $500 as his personal property 
exemptions, was. not, in itself, evidence of a fraudulent intent upon 
the part of the assignor, but should be considered with the other evi- 
dence relating to such intent. Ibid. 

In an action by a creditor of an insolvent corporation against a stock- 
holder thereof to recover the amount of his unpaid subscription, a 
judgment rendered on the report of a referee in an action to set aside 
an assignment by the corporation, together with the findings of the 
referee that such stockholder, after subscribing for a certain amount 
of stock and paying in one-half of his subscription, had been allowed 
to draw out, after the assignment, all he had paid in, was competent 
evidence against such stockholder, although he was not a party to the 
action in which such judgment was rendered. Harmon v. Hunt, 678. 


In the trial of an action for possession of personal property claimed 
under a chattel mortgage executed by a corporation, it is competent 
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18. 


— 19. 


_ for the adverse party to go behind the seal and show that it was not 
affixed by the legally exercised authority of the company. Olark v. 
Hodge, 761, 


Where the property described in a chattel mortgage, which purported 
to be the act of the corporation but was only that of an officer per- 
sonally, belonged to the corporation and was in the adverse posses- 
sion of the defendant at the time of the execution of the mortgage, 
the instrument was properly excluded as evidence in an action for 
the possession of the property by the mortgagee. bid. 


Plaintiffs, . in an. action for partition in which defendants denied plain- 


tiffs’ title and alleged sole seizin in themselves, claimed under the will 
of their father devising the land to his widow during her widowhood 
and then to plaintiffs. It was shown that the widow had died without 


| -- marrying again, but there was no evidence that either she or the 


21. 


25. 


plaintiffs had held possession of the land within 35 or 40 years prior 
to the action: Held, that the evidence did not establish plaintiffs’ 
title and they were not entitled to recover. Huneycutt v. Brooks, 788. 


. In an action against a railroad company to recover goods burned in its 


warehouse, evidence that a.night telegraph operator, who had an 
office in a room adjoining the warehouse, and slept therein, was in- 
temperate in his habits and was drunk on the night of the fire, does 
not justify a verdict for the plaintiff. Young v. R. R., 982. 
Where there is an assignment of error that the evidence did not justify 
the verdict, this Court will consider only the evidence offered by the 
State. S. v. Hart, 976. 


. While the declarations and admissions of a prisoner, made after threats 


or inducements held out to him, are, as a general rule, incompetent 
as evidence against the prisoner, yet facts ascertained in -consequence 
of declarations or admissions, and declarations connected with and 
explaining such facts, are admissible. S. v. Winston, 990. 


. On a trial of a defendant for larceny, it was competent for a constable 


who had arrested the defendant to testify that, after he told the de- 
fendant that he knew about the stolen goods and that it would be 
best for him to tell, the defendant showed him where the goods were 
hidden. Jbdid. 


. Words written or spoken before or after those which form the basis 


of an action or indictment for slander are admissible to show the 
animus of the defendant; also the mode and extent of their repeti- 
tion. S. v. Mills, 1051. 

On trial for slander of a woman, after the defendant, as a witness, had 
admitted the innocence of the prosecutrix, and had undertaken to 
justify the words spoken on the ground that he had only repeated a 
rumor, without wrong motive, an affidavit made by him, at a prior 
term of court, to secure a continuance on the ground of the absence 
of a witness by whom he expected to prove the unchastity of the 
_ prosecutrix, was ny admitted. Toid. 


EVIDENCE, Parol. 
1. The rule that parol evidence cannot be allowed as to the contents of a 


written instrument applies only in actions between parties to the 
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writing and where its enforcement is the gravamen or substantial 
cause of the action. Carden v. McConnell, 875. 
2. Although, where an agreement has been reduced to writing, parol evi- 
dence is not admissible to contradict, add to or explain it, yet when 
a deed authorized defendant railroad company to take so much of the 
land aS was necessary for its roadway, ete., parol evidence is admis- 
sible. to show that the defendant agreed to pay, in addition to the 
consideration expressed in the deed, the value of any land taken or 
used in excess of a strip 20 feet wide. Johnson v. R. R., 926. 


EXAMINATION OF ADVERSE PARTY. 


1. In an action by a stockholder of a corporation to set aside as fraudu- 

lent an assignment of a contract by the corporation, the directors 
may, under section 580 et seq. of The Code, be compelled to disclose 
information to enable plaintiff to frame his complaint even though 
their evidence may result in pecuniary injury. Holt v. Warehouse 
Co., 480. 

2. In an action by a stockholder of a corporation to set aside as fraudu- 
lent an assignment by the corporation of a contract, the plaintiff is 
entitled, under section 580 et seq. of The Code, to inspect the books 
of the corporation in order to obtain information upon which to frame 
his complaint. Ibid. — 


“EXCEPTIONS. 


1. Where instructions asked for are given in substance and effect, no 
exception will lie because they are not given in the language of the 
request. S. v. Mills, 992. 

2. Where defendant in a criminal action made no exception to the evi- 
dence or instructions to the jury, but after conviction and refusal of 
motion for new trial “excepted,” without specifying anything to which 
he excepted, the judgment will be affirmed when no error appears on 
the record. S. v. Page, 1016. 


‘BXCEPTIONS TO FINDINGS OF FACT BY TRIAL JUDGE. 


1. Not. allowable after adjournment of court for the term. Hlectric Light. 
Co. v. Blectrie Light Co., 112. 


2. The findings of fact by a trial court in supplemental proceedings are 
final-and cannot be reviewed on appeal unless upon an exception that 
there was no evidence to support them or one or more of them. Hins- 
dale v. Underwood, 598. 


EXCEPTION TO JUDGE’S CHARGE, 


1. An exception to the charge to the jury, if made for the first time in the 
statement of case on appeal, is in time. Blackburn. v. Ins. Co., 821. 


2. An exception taken to a charge after verdict was rendered will not be 
considered on appeal. S. v. Hart, 976. 


EXCEPTIONS TO DEPOSITIONS. 
When unavailable. Bank v. Burgwyn, 122. 
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EXECUTION OF JUDGMENT. 


Where a writ of possession on a judgment in an action at law is executed 
by placing the defendant out of and the plaintiff into possession, the 
judgment is executed within the meaning of section 473 of The Code, 
notwithstanding the judgment for the damages received in said action 
is not satisfied. Boyer v. Garner, 125. 


EXECUTION, Relief Against. 


A court of Equity will not interpose by injunction to prevent a- sale of 
complainant’s real estate under execution against another, since the 
question of title to real estate is one to be determined at law and the 
owner can there make his defenses. Bostic v. Young, 766. 


EXECUTION SALE, ' 


“Connor’s Act,” chapter 147, Acts 1885, providing that no purchase from 
a bargainor or lessor shall pass title as against an unregistered deed 
executed before 1 December, 1885, of which the purchaser has notice, 
applies to a purchase at sale under execution. Cowan v. Withrow, 


F741. 


EXECUTOR, Liability of. 


i. Where an executor executes a note in his representative capacity for 
money borrowed and used for the purpose of paying debts of -the 
testator, the estate is not liable, but the executor is personally Hable 
therefor, and this is so notwithstanding the fact that the lender 
knows for what purpose the money was borrowed and how it was 
used. Banking Co. v. Morehead, 410. 

2. In such ease, the executor takes the risk of being reimbursed the 
amount of the note out of the assets of the estate on the final account- 
ing. Ibid. 

3. While an executrix, who gives a note in her representative capacity 
for money borrowed to pay debts of the estate, is personally liable, 
nothing else appearing, yet when it is so signed, but in the body of 
the note are inserted the words “‘L. L. M., executrix, ete., but not per- 
sonally,” she is not personally liable. Banking Co. v. Morehead, 413. 


EXHECUTORY DEVISE. 


A testator devised land re his daughter P. and her heirs, but in case of 
her death, without issue surviving, then to his daughter A.: Held, 
that P. takes a conditional fee simple in the land, liable to be deter- 
mined upon her dying without surviving issue, and A. takes, by way 

of executory devise, a remainder, or future estate or interest, which 
ghe may assign and convey by deed which, with warranty, will be 
an estoppel upon her heirs. Wright v. Brown, 26. 


EXCEPTIONS. 


1. Upon an appeal from an appraisal of homestead and personal property 
exemptions, under the provisions of chapter 347, Acts 1885 (amenda- 
tory of section 519 of The Code), the valuation as determined by the 
verdict of the jury is final, and the commissioners appointed by the 
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court to set apart the exemptions in accordance with the verdict must 
be guided by that valuation. Shoaf v. Frost, 675. | 

2. Upon an appeal from the appraisal of homestead and personal property 
exemptions, and the assessment of the value thereof by a jury, the 
commissioners to set apart the exemptions in accordance with the 
verdict must be appointed by the court and summoned by the sheriff. 
Ibid... | 


EXPERT. 


A witness who has not qualified himself as an expert as to handwriting, 
| and who has never seen a certain person write, and has never corre- 
- sponded with him, is incompetent to testify as to such person’s hand- 
writing by comparing it with other writing alleged but not known to 

be the latter’s. Jarvis v. Vanderford, 147. 


EXPRESSION OF OPINION BY TRIAL JUDGE. 


Where, in an action against a telegraph company for failure to deliver a 
message, the plaintiff establishes a prima facie case, the question of 
negligence is for the jury, and an instruction that “upon all the evi: 
dence, if believed, plaintiff is not entitled to recover,” is an expres- 
sion of opinion by the court upon the weight of the evidence in vio- 
lation of The Code, section 413. Sherrill v. Tel. Co., 655. 


FALSE PRETENSE. 


1. To constitute the indictable offense of obtaining goods, etc., under false 
pretense there must be a false represemtation of a subsisting fact 
intending to cheat and which does cheat. S. v. Mangum, 998. 


2. A bill of indictment which charges that defendant in swapping horses’ 
stated that his horse was sound, knowing that he was not sound, and 
that the prosecutor was induced thereby to trade, is sufficient, since 
it charges that defendant misrepresented a subsisting fact calculated 
to cheat and which the State says did cheat, ete. Jbid. 

3. A bill of indictment for obtaining money under false pretenses, which 
fails to charge that it was obtained “feloniously” (as required by 
chapter 205, Laws 1891), is fatally defective. S. v. Wilson, 979. 


PALSE WARRANTY. 


1. Where it was waunttted that B. sold an engine to plaintiff and in an 
action against B. and W. for damages, on false warranty, the jury 
find on a distinet issue that B. was W.’s agent in the transaction, the 
refusal to submit an issue as to whether or not there was a sale es 

W. was not error., Alpha Mills v. Engine Co., T97. 

2, The amendment, by chapter 269, Laws 1889, of section. 155. (9) of The 
Code, by which the words “in cases which were heretofore solely 
cognizable by courts of Equity” were stricken out, applies to an action 
for a false warranty in a sale made before the amendment, so that, 
in actions. where relief on the. ground of fraud is sought, the cause 
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of action shall not be deemed to have accrued until the discovery of | 
the fraud complained of. Jbid. 


3. A foreign corporation cannot set up the statute of limitations in bar 
of an action for false warranty. Ibid. 

4. Where, in the trial of an action for false warranty, a dispute exists 
as to when the plaintiff first knew of the fraud, the question as to 
whether the action is barred by the statute of limitations is one of 
fact for the jury. Jbdid. | 

5. A plaintiff in an action for false warranty’in the sale of an engine is 
entitled only to damages naturally arising from the fraud, and not to 
interest on his payments nor to amounts paid for insurance. Jbid. 


FATHER. 


A father is entitled to the custody of his children against the claims of 
everyone, except those to whom he may have committed their custody 
and tuition by deed, or unless he is found to be unfitted for their care 

and custody. Latham v. Ellis, 80. 


FELLOW SERVANT. 


Where a section boss has full power to hire, command, and discharge 
those working under him, he is not a fellow servant. Logan v. R. R., 
940. 


FEME COVERT. 


1. A judgment cannot be recovered against a feme covert on a note alleged 
to have been executed by her unless the complaint names and de- 
scribes separate estate belonging to her chargeable with the debts. 
Wite v. Gray, 48. 

2, A judgment cannot be recovered against a married woman in an action 
against her and her husband when the complaint alleges that the 
husband is the debtor. Ibid. 

3. Where a receiver is applied for upon the ground that, by reason of 
fraud practised upon the plaintiff by defendants in the purchase of 
goods, and that the title never vested in defendant, it is necessary to 
allege and prove that the goods for which the receiver is applied for 
are identically the same goods so fraudulently obtained. Ibid. 


4, When the fact of the coverture of a woman appears in the complaint 
or other pleadings in an action on a promise to pay money, she not 
being a free trader, nor having specifically bound her separate estate 
for its payment, a personal judgment. rendered therein against her 
is a nullity and will be set aside on motion. Green v, Ballard, 144. 


5. The power of a married woman to dispose of land, held by her under 
a deed of settlement, is not absolute but limited to the mode and man- 
ner pointed out in the instrument. Kirby v. Boyette, 165. 

6. Where land was conveyed to a trustee for the sole and separate use of 
a married woman, to be free from any debts of her husband, a mort- 
gage executed by her and her husband, without the joinder of the 
trustee, is void, and the fact that the trustee becomes the owner of the 


684 


INDEX. 


FEME COVERT-—~Continued. 


note secured by the mortgage and seeks to foreclose the latter gives 
it no validity. Ibid. 


7. The power conferred upon a married woman, by Article X, section 6, to 
dispose of her property is subject to such limitations as ae grantor 
or devisor may prescribe in a deed or will. Jbdid. 


8. Where a feme covert, with the consent of her husband, mortgaged her 
separate real estate to secure money borrowed upon the joint note 
of herself and husband to improve the land, and upon the death of 
the wife the land is sold upon the petition of the surviving husband 
and the heir of the wife, the curtesy interest should not be charged 
With the debt, but the debt should be first. paid out of the entire pro- 
ceeds and the curtesy interest ascertained and paid from the surplus. 
In re Freeman, 199. 

9, An action cannot be maintained on a note made by a ere woman 
which does not purport to charge her separate estate nor to be for 
her benefit. Wilcox v. Arnold, TOS. 

10. The bare promise of a widow te pay a note executed by her during 
her coverture, and therefore. we is not binding on her. Jbid. 


FICTITIOUS DEBTS, 


It was not error to ire, in ihe trial of an action to set aside a deed of 
_ assignment as fraudulent, that the jury should find the deed to be 
fraudulent and void if any part of the debts preferred therein were 
fictitious and the fact was known to the assignor and assignee. Blair 

v. Brown,. 681. “ 


FINDING OF FACT BY TRIAL JUDGE, 112, 593. 


In cases where this Court has the right to review the findings of fact by 
the court below, it may find the facts if they have not been found 
ELOWs. heme v. Hlwell, 595. 


i INDINGS OF JURY. 


Where, in response ‘to one issue, a jury found that a contract existed — 
between two sisters, whereby the survivor should have the whole of 
a certain note belonging to them jointly, a finding in response to 
another issue, ‘that one of ‘its parties at a later date made a gift of 
her share in such note, is- ‘net inconsistent with the first finding. 
Taylor v. Smith, 531, 


FIRE INSURANCE, Action on, 491, ia 


1. The prin: judge has authority to order the codizolidation of several 
actions brought on concurrent policies of insurance on ee same 
. property. Blackburn v. Ins. Co., 821. : 

2. Where. in an action on fire insurance policies, the aetenae was or the 
property was fraudulently burned by the insured, it was error to 
charge that such burning must be proved beyond a reasonable doubt ; 
only a preponderance of testimony is required. T[bdid. 
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FIREWORKS. 


1. A city has no implied authority to provide for a pyrotechnic display 
on a Fourth of July or anniversary celebration. Love v. Raleigh, 296. 


2. A city, not having express power to provide for a display of fireworks, 
is. not answerable in damages for the negligence of its agents in con- 
ducting such a display ordered by it. Ibid. | 


FISH, Consignment of. 


When fish are consigned to a factor for sale, with general instructions, 
‘it is proper and the duty of the factor to aseertain their condition 
and quality by having them inspected before putting them on the 
market. He has also a discretion as to the time and manner of 
selling, provided he acts in good faith and with ordinary diligence. 
Spruill v, Davenport, 34. : 


FOREIGN JUDGMENT. 


1. Where a judgment was obtained in another state against the adminis- 
trators and sureties of a deceased administrator, and an action was 
instituted in this State for a settlement, such judgment is competent 

evidence against and binding upon the administrators and their 
privies, it appearing that such administrators were present and re-~ 
sisting the recovery in the foreign court. Moore v. Smith, 667. 


2. In an equitable action for the settlement of the estate of a deceased 
administrator, and to satisfy a judgment obtained in another State 
against his personal representatives and the sureties on his bond, 
such sureties may intervene and receive credit for what they have 
paid on the judgment, remaining liable to plaintiffs for any balance 
due on the judgment in excess of what may be realized in the present 
action. Ibid. | 


FORFEITURE. 


1. A sale of the premises on which a distillery is located, under a decree 
of the Circuit Court of the United States, in a proceeding in rem for 
a forfeiture incurred under the provisions of section 3281, U. 8. Re- 
vised Statutes, does not pass the title of a mortgagee without whose 
knowledge or connivance the illicit distillery was maintained. Glenn 
v. Winstead, 451. | 

2. The law does not impute to a mortgagee, without any proof whatever, 
a guilty: participation in the ,fraud of a mortgagor and declare his 
interest in the mortgaged premises, upon- which an illicit distillery 
has been maintained, forfeited because the Collector of Internal 
Revenue may have failed to secure his assent, as a holder of a lien, 
to the use of the premises for the purposes of a distillery as the Col- 
lector is required by law to do. Ibid. 

3. The mere erection of a house on land and its use as a distillery is not, 
‘as a matter of law, notice to a mortgagee that a distillery is being 
maintained thereon so as to ‘render his interest liable to a forfeiture 
for violation, by the distiller, of the’ revenue laws. Ibid. 


FORMER CONVICTION. 


1, A single act may be an offense against two statutes, and if each statute 
requires proof of an additional fact which the other does not, an. 
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acquittal or conviction under either statute does not exempt the de- 
fendant from prosecution and pain under the other. S. wv. 
Robinson, 1046. 

‘2. A conviction of assault with a deadly weapon will not sustain a plea 
of former conviction in a subsequent trial for carrying a concealed 
weapon. Ibid. 


FRANCHISE. 


It is the duty of a telegraph company to have sufficient facilities to trans- 
act all the business offered to it for all points at which it has offices, 
since it is not a mere private duty but a public duty which its fran- 
chise authorizes it to perform. Leavell v. Telegraph Co., 211. . 


FRAUD, Badges of. 


1. In the trial of an action to set aside as fraudulent a conveyance of a 
stock of goods by the defendant to his son, it appeared (1) that the 
defendant was indebted at the time of the conveyance; (2) that the 
sale was to a son; (8) on long credit; (4) without security, and 
(5) that the son was not worth more than $500 at the time; (6) that 
the defendant, though not insolvent at the time, was embarrassed by 

debt and heavy indorsement for others, and (7) that he became in- 
solvent thereafter: Held, that neither of these facts, nor all com- 
bined, amount to prima facie proof of fraud, but they were circum- 
stances caleulated to excite suspicion and challenge scrutiny as to 
the intent with which the conveyance was made. Bank v. Gilmer, 684. 


2. Upon testimony tending to prove such suspicious circumstances, it was 
the duty of. the court, in instructing the jury, to denominate them, 
not as “evidential facts bearing upon the issue,” but as badges of 
fraud or circumstances tending to show fraud, and that evidence 
explanatory thereof should be scrutinized with care, Ibid. 


FRAUD, Discovery of. 


1. The amendment, by chapter 269, Acts 1889, of section 155 (9) of The 
Code, by which the words “in cases which were heretofore solely 
cognizable by courts of equity” were stricken out, applies to an action 
for false warranty in a sale made before the amendment, so that, in 
actions. where relief on the ground of fraud is sought, the cause of 
action shall not be deemed to have acerued until the discovery of the 
fraud complained of. Alpha Mills v. Engine Co., T9T. 

2. Where, in the trial of an action for false warranty, a dispute exists as 
to when the plaintiff first knew of the fraud, the question as to 
whether the action is barred by the statute of limitations is one of 
fact for the jury. Jbid. 


FRAUDULENT BURNING OF INSURED PROPERTY. 


Where, in an action on fire insurance policies, the defense was that the 
property was fraudulently burned by the insured, it was error to 
charge that such burning must be proved beyond a reasonable doubt; 
only a preponderance of testimony is required. Blackburn v. Ins. 
Co., 821. 
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KRAUDULENT CONVEYANCE. 


1. A deed of assignment for benefit of creditors which directed the trustee, 


with all reasonable diligence, to sell and dispose of the property con- 
veyed, including stock of goods, in such manner as he should deem 
most beneficial to the interest of all concerned, is not void on its 

face, because it does not in express terms restrict the trustee as to 
the time or manner of disposing of the property. Stoneburner v. 
Jeffreys, 78. 


. The insertion in a deed of assignment of a power to replenish a stock 


of goods with money arising from the sales of assigned property is 
not proof conclusive of a fraudulent intent or purpose to hinder and 
delay creditors when it is manifest from the whole deed that the 
maker’s purpose and design was that the trustee should manage the 
property for the benefit of all and not for the ease; benefit, or com- 
fort of the debtor. Jbdid. 


. A deed of assignment will be declared void in law where the debtor 


appears in express terms to be providing for his own ease, comfort, 
_ or benefit to the possible detriment or delay .of his creditors. Ibid. 


. Even where prima facie the deed appears to reserve an unconscionable 


benefit or to subject creditors to unjust hindrance or delay, yet if it 
also appear that the language of the deed is susceptible of explana- 
tion by evidence aliunde, that will make it consistent with good faith, 
the issue of fraud must be submitted to the jury to determine whether 
such extrinsic evidence is sufficient to rebut the presumption of mala 
fides raised by the deed. Ibid. 


. The omission by a copyist in the copy of a deed of assignment of a 


single creditcr’s name and claim, when it was included in the original 
draft and in the deed as recorded in another county. is not sufficient 
to shift the burden of proof on the issue of fraud, it being, at most, 
only competent as a circumstance te be considered with other evidence 


' tending to show bad faith. Jbid. 
. An assignment of partnership property by members of an insolvent firm 


is not rendered fraudulent as to the firm creditors by a clause therein 
preferring, over partnership creditors, debts due to creditors of the 
individual partners. Armstrong v. Carr, 499. 


. Where it appears to a court of Equity that the parties to a suit are 


in pari delicto in respect to a covinous agreement, the court will not | 
interfere to give relief, but will leave the parties to exercise their 


rights as they may be permitted in a court of law. Bank v. Adrian, 


oT. 


. Where, in the complaint in an action to foreclose a mortgage against an 


insolvent mortgagor, it appeared that the mortgage was given to 
secure notes for $90,000, payable in three years at four per cent in- 
terest, and was not filed until the mortgage became insolvent, and the 
answer filed by the assignee of the mortgagor (to which a demurrer 
was entered) alleged that the mortgage was given under an agree- 
ment and with the intent to hinder, delay, and defraud the mort- 
gagor’s creditors: Held, that neither party was entitled to equitable 
relief, and the Court will leave them to settle, in a court of law, the 
question as to the fraudulent intentions of the parties and whether 
the assignee of the mortgagor was a subsequent purchaser with notice 
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so as to postpone the creditors of the mortgagor to the aime of the 
mortgagee. (AVERY, J., dissents.) Jbid. 


9. In an action to foreclose a mortgage against an insolvent mortgagor 
and his assignee, to which the creditors of the former are not parties, 
the assignee represents the creditors and can interpose the defenses 
that would be available for them. Jbid. 


10. In order to make the declarations of the assignor after the assignment 
competent evidence in the trial of an action to set aside the deed as 
fraudulent, it must be shown by evidence outside of such declarations 
that the assignor and the assignee conspired to defraud the assignor’s | 
creditors. Blair v. Brown, 631. — 


11. In the trial of an action to set aside a deed of assignment as fraudu- 
lent, the evidence showed that, between the execution and delivery for 
registration of the deed, the debtor, with the knowledge of the as- 
signee, purchased a large quantity of goods from parties with whom 
he had not formerly dealt, and during the same time the assignee 
represented to a mercantile agency that the debtor was solvent and 
was doing a: large business; that shortly before the assignment, and 
while the assignee held unrecorded mortgages on the debtor’s prop-. 
erty for a large amount, both the debtor and assignee represented to 
dealers that the debtor was solvent and prosperous. It also appeared 
that the indebtedness to the assignee was much less than that alleged 
in the deed of assignment, and that a large quantity of personal prop- 
erty had been conveyed to the debtor as exempt, although the deed 
provided that the assignee should pay him $500 in lieu of exemptions: 
Held, that such facts were sufficient evidence of a conspiracy to de- 
fraud the creditors to admit evidence of declarations of the debtor 

mS made after the assignment. Jbdid. 

12. Oral evidence of the contents of a telegram was properly excluded when 

the only evidence of its loss or destruction was the statement of the 
operator that he had “searched for it but could not find it”; that 
“some original telegrams are destroyed and some sent to headquar- 
ters’; and that no search had been made at headquarters for the 
Missing one. Jbid. : 

13. It was not error to charge, in the trial of an action to set aside a deed 
of assignment as fraudulent, that the jury should find the deed to be 
fraudulent and void if any part of the debts preferred therein were 
fictitious and the fact was unknown to the assignor and assignee. 
Ibid. | 

14. In the trial of an action to set aside a deed of assignment as fraudu- 
‘lent, it was error to charge the jury that if they should find the deed 
to be fraudulent and void as to one creditor they should find it sa as 
to all. Ibid. . 

15. In the trial of an action to set aside a deed of assignment as fraudu- 
lent, it was error to charge the jury that if they should find that the 
assignor executed the deed with a view to contracting other debts, 
they should find it fraudulent and void. Jbid. 

16. In an action to set aside as fraudulent a deed from the defendant to his 
sons, it appeared in evidence that the defendant, prior to the purchase 
of the land by him, was indebted to his wife on certain notes; that 
there was a verbal agreement between him and his wife that he should 
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buy a lot and build a factory thereon and hold the same in trust for 
her sons; that he bought a lot and built a factory thereon (but with 
money of a firm of which he was a member), and subsequently ac- 
quired the entire property ; that the agreement with his wife remained 
executory and the notes unpaid at the time of the death of his wife, 
and that thereafter he became insolvent and conveyed the lot and 
factory to his sons: Held, that such evidence was not sufficient to be 
submitted to the jury as establishing a trust in favor of the sons, 
and it was error to refuse an instruction that the deed was without 
consideration and void as to creditors. Bank v. Gilmer, 684. 


17. In the trial of an action to set aside as fraudulent a conveyance of a 
stock of goods by the defendant to his son, it appeared (1) that the 
defendant was indebted at the time of the conveyance; (2) that the 
sale was to a son, (8) on long credit, (4) without security, and 
(5) that the son was not worth more than $500 at the time; (6) that 
the defendant, though not insolvent at the time, was embarrassed by 
debt and heavy indorsements for others, and (7) that he became in- 
solvent thereafter: Held, that neither of these facts, nor all combined, 
amount to prima facie proof of fraud, but they were circumstances 
ealculated to excite suspicion and challenge scrutiny as to the intent 
with which the conveyance was made. Jbid. 


18. Upon testimony tending to prove such suspicious circumstances, it was 
the duty of the court, in instructing the jury, to denominate them, 
not as “evidential facts bearing upon the issue,’ but as badges of 
fraud or circumstances tending to show fraud, and that evidence 
explanatory thereof should be scrutinized with care. Jbid. 


GIFT. 


A verbal agreement between two parties owning a note, payable to them 
jointly, that upon the death of either without issue it shall belong to 
the survivor, is valid. Taylor v. Smith, 581. 


GUARDIAN, Legislative Appointment. 


An act of the Legislature authorizing a certain person “to act as guardian” 
of another without giving bond is constitutional, and is in itself an 
appointment without intervention of the clerk. Henderson v. Dowd, 
795. 


HANDWRITING. 


A witness who has not qualified himself as an expert as to handwriting, 
and who has never seen a certain person write, and has never corre- 
sponded with him, is incompetent to testify as to such person’s fand- 
writing by comparing it with other writing alleged nut not known to 
be the latter’s. Jarvis v. Vanderford, 147. 


“HEIR,” When Means “Issue.” 


Where a testatrix devised land to her son for life and after his death to 
his lawful heir or heirs, if any, and if none, to the children of another 
son, the words “heir or heirs” will be construed to mean his issue 
and not his heirs generally, and upon his death without issue, the 
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land goes to the children of the other son, all of whom were living at 
the date of the will. Francks v. Whitaker, 518. 


HOMESTEAD, Appraisal. 


1. Upon an appeal from an appraisal of homestead and personal property 
exemptions, under the provisions of chapter 347, Acts 1885 (amenda- 
tory of section 519 of The Code), the valuation as determined by the 
verdict of the jury is final, and the commissioners appointed by the 
‘court to set apart the exemptions in accordance with the verdict must 
be guided by that valuation. Shoaf v. Frost, 675. “3 


2. Upon an appeal from the appraisal of homestead and personal property 
exemptions and the assessment of the value thereof by a jury, the 
commissioners to set apart the exemptions in accordance with the 
verdict must be appointed by the court and summoned a the sheriff. 
Ibid, 


HOMESTEAD EXEMPTION. 


1. Where a’ judgment debtor has lands allotted to him as a homestead 
exemption of less value than $1,000, in the county of his residence 
(being all of his lands therein), and causes a transcript of the allot- 

_ ment to be recorded in and delivered to the sheriff of another county 
where he has lands, it is the duty of such sheriff, upon the receipt of 

- an execution against the debtor, to assign to the latter a quantity of 
said lands sufficient in value, when added to the value of the lands 
allotted in the county of the debtor’s residence, to make up the full 
exemption of $1,000, and this is so notwithstanding no exceptions were 
filed by the debtor to the allotment made and recorded in the county 
of his residence. (Whitehead v. Spivey, 103 N. C., 66, cited and dis- 
tinguished.) Springer v. Colwell, 520. 

2. In such case, a sale by the sheriff without assigning the homestead is 
void, and the deed made thereunder will be canceled on | motion in 


the cause. Jbid. 


HOMESTEAD, Fraudulent Conveyance of. 


Whatever doubt might have existed as to the right of creditors holding 
docketed judgments to have immediately set aside as fraudulent, and 
as a cloud upon their title, a conveyance by the owner of a homestead 
upon which such judgments are a lien, they were removed by chapter 

78, Acts 1893, which provides that the fact that the lands do not 
exceed in value the homestead exemption shall be no defense, but 
prohibits the sale of the land until after the expiration of the home- 


stead. Younger v. Ritchie, 782. 


HUSBAND AND WIFE, 199. 


1. A judgment cannot be recovered against a feme covert on a note alleged 
to have been executed by her unless the complaint names and de- 
seribes separate estate belonging to her chargeable with the debts. 
Wite v. Gray, 48. 

2. The act of 1849 (section 1840 of The Code) only prohibited the husband 
from selling or leasing the real estate of his wife without her consent, 
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and prevented the sale of the land under execution against the hus- 
band, but his rights as tenant by the curtesy initiate to the rents and 
protits were not impaired thereby. Cobb v. Rasberry, 137. 


. Where the marriage and seizin of the wife in the lands took place 
before the adoption of the Constitution of 1868, the husband has the 
right to the crops on his wife’s lands, and may sell, lease, or mort- 
gage them. JTJbid. 


4, A wife who has been deserted by her husband and left unprovided for 
| may under section 1292 of The Code, sue him for a support without 
asking for a divorcee. Cram v. Cram, 288. ; 


. Vague and indefinite allegations of infidelity on the part of a wife, - 
made by a husband in his answer to her complaint in a proceeding 
for suppert and maintenance, under section 1292 of The Code, will not 
be allowed to affect the question of the husband’s liability in such 
proceedings. Jbid. 

6. Where, by an agreement for a separation between husband and wife, 
the former agreed to pay a certain monthly allowance, and the hus- 
band, after paying several installments, discontinued the payments, 
he cannot set up the agreement in bar of her action for a support 
under section 1292 of The Code, even though he discontinued the pay- 
ments because she demanded that the allowance be increased. Ibid. 


. In proceedings under section 1292 of The Code, it is the province and 
duty of the judge to determine what is a reasonable subsistence for 
the wife, either by hearing testimony himself or by reference to a 
referee to ascertain the facts as to the income of the husband, ete. 
Ibid. 


OO 


Ot 


“] 


IGNORANCH OF THE LAW. 


Ignorance of the law excuses no one, and the vicarious ignorance of coun- 
sel has no greater value; therefore, the unlawful sale of spirituous 
liquors is not excused by the fact that the defendant, acting under 
advice of his counsel, believed that the particular sale was not a vio- 
lation of the law. WS. v. Downs, 1064. 


¢ 


IMPRISONMENT FOR DEBT. 


The provision that the court in bastardy proceedings may, in addition to 
a fine, compel the defendant to pay an allowance to the mother, is not 
unconstitutional as authorizing imprisonment for debt. 8S. v. Wynne, 
981. 


INDEXING JUDGMENT DOCKET. 


1. The right of action which the plaintiff in a judgment has against a clerk 
of the Superior Court for not properly indexing the judgment is 
assignable. Redmond v. Staton, 140. 

2. The simple assignment of a judgment does not carry with it the right 
of action which the plaintiff has against a clerk of the Superior Court 

_. for failure to properly index it; therefore, 

3. Where R. bought from F. a judgment which the clerk of the Superior 

Court had failed to:properly index, and by reason of such negligence 
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lost a lien upon land, and it did not appear that in taking an assign- 
ment of the judgment R. contracted with F. for anything but the 
judgment: Held, that R. acquired only the right to enforce the judg- 
ment and to enjoy its fruits, and not the right which F. had to sue 

the clerk for his failure to properly index it. J bid. _ 


INDICTMENT. 


For Arson, 976. 

For Bastardy, 981. 

For Assault and Battery, 1016. 

For Carrying Concealed Weapon, 1046, 1049. 

For False Pretense, 979, 998. | 

For Injury to Stock, 972. 

For Larceny, 990, 1017. 

For Perjury, 987. 

For Murder, 992, 1033, 1087. 

For Neglect of Official Duty, 1008. 

For Secret Assault, 1068. 

For Seduction Under Promise of Marriage, 1052. 
For Selling Intoxicating Liquors, 1064. | 
For Selling Intoxicating Liquors on Sunday, 1012. 
For Slandering Innocent Woman, 1051. 

For Violation of Town Ordinance, 1007, 1059, 1061. 


INDICTMENT, Defects in Cured by Verdict, 976. 


INDICTMENT, Sufficiency of. 


1. A bill of indictment for obtaining money under false pretenses, which 
fails to charge that it was obtained “feloniously” (as required by 
chapter 205, Laws 1891), is fatally defective. S. v. Wilson, 979. 


2. An indictment for perjury, charging the defendant with “knowing the 
said statement or statements to be false, or being ignorant whether 
or not said statement was true,” is sufficient, being in.the exact words 
of the form prescribed for such indictments by Laws 1889, chapter 
83. 8S. v. Champion, 987. 


3. A bill of indictment which charges that defendant in swapping horses 
stated that his horse was sound, knowing that he was not sound, and 
that the prosecutor was induced thereby to trade, is sufficient, since 
it charges that defendant misrepresented a subsisting fact calculated 
to cheat and which the State says did cheat, ete. S. v. Mangum, 998. 


4. An indictment charging the unlawful sale of spirituous liquors is not 
defective because it does not specify the kind of spirituous liquors 
sold, inasmuch as that is a matter of evidence. S. v. Downs, 1064. 

5, It is not necessary, in an indictment for the unlawful sale of liquors 
within a prohibited distance from a certain church, to refer to the 
statute, inasmuch as it is a public local statute of which the court 
will take notice. Ibid. | . 
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6. Ignorance of the law excuses no one, and the vicarious ignorance of 
counsel has nd greater value; therefore, the unlawful sale of spiritu- 
ous liquors is not excused by the fact that the defendant, acting under 
advice of his counsel, believed that the particular sale was not a vio- 
lation of the law. Jbid. 


INFANTS, Parties. 


Where infant defendants are served with a summons in proceedings for 
the partition of land, and a guardian ad litem is appointed, a judg- 
ment affirming the sale cannot be set aside in a collateral proceeding 
for alleged fraud or irregularity. Smith v. Gray, 311. 


INFIDELITY. 


Vague and indefinite allegations of infidelity on the part of a wife, made 
by a husband in his answer to her complaint in a proceeding for sup- 
port and maintenance, under section 1292 of The Code, will not be 
allowed to affect the question of the husband’s liability in such pro- 
ceeding. Cram v. Cram, 288. 


INJUNCTION. 


1. Under chapter 251, Acts 18938, it is no longer necessary to allege want 
. of probable cause in proceedings to recover damages against plaintiff 
in attachment suits. Crawford v. Pearson, 718. 


2. It is not necessary, under the provisions of section 341 of The Code, 
that a separate action shall be brought on an injunction bond for 
damages sustained, but that such damages shall be ascertained by 
proceedings in the same action. Ibid. 


8. That the principal in an undertaking, given in an injunction suit, was 
sued without making the sureties parties makes no difference. Ibid. 


4, Before a motion to assess damages sustained by the wrongful suing out 
of an injunction can be allowed, there must be a final determination 
of an action. Jbid. : 


5. A court of Equity will not interpose by injunction to prevent a sale of 
complainant’s real estate under execution against another, since the 
question of title to real estate is one to be determined at law, and the 
owner can there make his defenses. Bostic v. Young, T66. 


6. Where a railroad company, seeking to condemn land for its right of 
way, has given ample bond to cover any damages resulting from its 
wrongful entry upon the land, an injunction will not issue to restrain 
such company from entering upon the land before the appraisal of 
damages and the payment thereof into court. R. R. v. Lumber Co., 
924. 


INJURY TO PASSENGERS, 


A passenger who alights from a moving train at the direction of the con- 
ductor is not, as a matter of law, guilty of contributory negligence 
when there was no appearance of danger within the locality where he 
alighted or in the rate of speed of the train. Watkins v. R. R., 961. 
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The bona fide purchaser of municipal bonds issued in aid of a railroad is 
required to look no further than to see whether those things essen- 
tially prerequisite to the issuing of a valid municipal bond have been 
done, and cannot be made to suffer because the town did not take 
proper and effective measures to secure the completion of the road in 
-~whose aid the bonds were issued. Bank v. Comrs., 339. 


INSTRUCTIONS TO JURY. 


1. Where a tax collector of a county having, by authority of the county, 
received coupons of county bonds in payment of taxes, brought suit 
against the county to recover on coupons of the same kind which he 
claimed to own, it was improper on the trial to instruct the jury 
that the possession of the coupons raised a presumption of his owner- 
ship. Threadgill v. Comrs., 616. 


2. Such erroneous instruction was not cured by a subsequent charge that 
the fact of the plaintiff’s having received the coupons as tax collector 
raised a suspicion which it was his duty to rebut by further evidence 
that he acquired them bona fide. Ibid. 


3. Where, in a charge reciting that certain facts raised a suspicion as to 
plaintiff's (a tax collector’s) ownership of coupons, the trial judge 
added the statement that “plaintiff claims to have rebutted such 
suspicion by showing when and from whom he got some of them, and 
that he owed none of the taxes for the years he received the coupons”: 
Held, that such addition to the charge was erroneous, as invading the 
province of the jury, it being equivalent to saying that “the plaintiff 
has shown you when and from whom he got the coupons, and claims 
that this rebuts the suspicion.” Jbid. 


4, Where, in the trial of an action to set aside as fraudulent a conveyance 
of a stock of goods, there were various badges of fraud, it was error 
in the court in charging the jury to denominate them “evidential facts 
bearing on the issue” instead of badges of fraud or circumstances 
tending to show fraud. Bank v. Gilmer, 684. 


5. Where the instructions asked for are given in substance and effect, no 
exception will lie because they are not given in the language of the 
request. S. v. Mills, 992. 


INSURANCE COMPANIES. 


1. Where plaintiff's property was insured in several insurance companies, 
the contract with each containing the provision that plaintiff’s right 
of recovery against each should be limited to the proportion of the 
loss which the amount of the policy issued by each company bore to 
the total amount of insurance, it was no misjoinder, but essentially 
proper, that all the companies should be made parties defendant in 
one and the same action to recover for the destruction of such prop- 
erty by fire. Pretzfetder v. Ins. Co., 491. | 


2, The trial judge has authority to order the consolidation of several 
actions brought on concurrent policies of insurance on the same prop- 
erty. Blackburn v. Ins. Co., 821. 


3. Where, in an action on fire insurance policies, the defense was that the 
property was fraudulently burned by the insured, it was error to 
charge that such burning must be proved beyond a reasonable doubt; 
only a preponderance of testimony is required. Jbid. 
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INTENT, Corrupt. 


1. To convict an officer of willful omission, neglect, or refusal to discharge ' 
his duty, a corrupt intent need not be shown. S. v. Hatch, 10038. 


2. Honesty and good intent are not a full defense against an indictment 
for neglect of duty, if there is evidence of willful carelessness in the 
discharge of official duty, resulting in injury to the public. Jbdid. 


INTEREST. See, also, Usury. 


1. Pecuniary legacies draw interest from and after one year from death 
of testator. Moore v. Pullen, 284. 

2. Act 9 March, 1895, restricting, in its first section, building and loan 
associations to six per cent interest, if held to allow greater interest 
by the provision of a subsequent section authorizing them to charge 
costs, expenses, interest, premiums, and fines, is repealed by 18 March, 
1895, prohibiting anyone, without exception, to exact more than six 
per cent for the loan of money. Meroney v. Loan Assn., 882. 


INTERVENTION IN SUIT. 


1. A person only interested in the subject-matter of the litigation, but 
whose interest will not be affected by the result, is not entitled as a 
matter of right to intervene in an action; if interested jointly with 
either plaintiff or defendant in the subject of litigation, and the result 
will affect his interests, he may, as a matter of right, intervene. Jones 
v. Asheville, 817. 

2. Where one is entitled, as a matter of right, to intervene in a suit, and 
applies for leave to do so, it is error to proceed with the case until 
the question of such right is determined. Jbid. 


INTOXICANTS, Use of by Jury. 


Where jurors purchased and drank Whiskey, and “some of them were 
under its influence’ while deliberating on their verdict, the verdict 
returned by the jury was nul, and a mistrial should have been 
entered and a new trial granted to defendant against whom such 
verdict was rendered. S. v. Jenkins, 972. 


INTOXICATING LIQUORS, What Are. 


1. Where a liquor, by common knowledge or observation, is intoxicating, 
the court may so declare, but if it is doubtful whether it is intoxi- 
cating or not, then it is a ayeses of fact for the jury. S. v. Scott, 


1012. 

2. Where, in the trial of an indictment for selling spirituous liquors on 
Sunday without prescription of a physician and not for medical pur- 
poses (section 1117 of The Code), the evidence was that the prose- 
cuting witness drank four bottles of brandy peaches sold by the de- 
fendant and became drunk thereby, it was for the jury to devermne 
whether the liquor was spirituous and intoxicating. Jbid. 


ISSUES. 


1. This Court will not consider the objection that there was no evidence, 
or not sufficient evidence, to submit certain issues to the jury, unless 
696 


INDEX. 


ISSUES—Continued. 


the point was raised before such issues were submitted. Holden v. 
Striekland, 185. 


2. It is sufficient if the issues submitted on the trial of an action embrace 
the substantial contention of the parties in such manner as not to 
deprive either party of the benefit of a substantial right. Alpha Mills 
v. Engine Co., T97. 


3. Where it was admitted that B. sold an engine to plaintiff and in action 
against B. and W. for damages, on false warranty, the jury found on 
a distinct issue that B. was W.’s agent in the transaction, the refusal 
to submit an issue aS to whether or not there was sale by W. was 
not error. Jbid.. 


4. It is well settled that it is within the sound discretion of the trial 
judge to settle the issues for the jury subject to the restriction that 
they shall be such as are raised by the pleadings, and that the verdict 
thereon shall be a sufficient basis for the judgment, and that neither 
party shall. be deprived, for want of an additional issue, of the oppor- 
tunity of presenting some view of the law arising out of the evidence. 
Patton v. Garrett, 847. 


INSOLVENT MORTGAGOR. 


In an action to foreclose a mortgage against an insolvent mortgagor and 
his assignee, to which the creditors of the former are not parties,. 
the assignee represents the creditors and can interpose the defenses 
that would be available for them. Bank v. Adrian, 537. 


INTERLOCUTORY ORDER. 


No appeal lies from an interlocutory order. Bruce v, Crabtree, 528, 


JAILER, Town. 


- J. If the authorities of a town provide in its prison the necessaries to 
protect a prisoner from bodily suffering, but the custodians of the jail 
neglect or fail to supply him with such necessaries, the town is not. 
liable in damages for injury caused to the prisoner by such neglect or 
failure of the custodians, provided it is not shown that the officers of 
the town were negligent in supervising. the custodians. Shields v. 
Durham, 394. 

2.. Where, in the trial of an action for damages for injury to plaintiff’s 
health caused by the absence of window glass in a cell in which he 
was confined, it was not shown that the town authorities had notice 
of such defect or that they were negligent in supervising the jailer, 
etc., the plaintiff cannot recover. Ibid. ' 


JOINDER OF ACTIONS. 


1. Where plaintiff’s property was insured in several insurance companies, 
the contract with each containing the provision that plaintiff’s right 
of recovery against each should be limited to the proportion of the 
loss which the amount of the policy issued by each company bore to. 
the total amount of insurance, it was no misjoinder, but essentially 
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proper, that all the companies should be made parties defendant in 
one and the same action to recover for the destruction of such prop- 
erty by fire. Pretzfelder v. Ins. Co., 491. (See, also, Blackburn v. 
Ins. Co., 821.) 


2. In such case the verdict “affects all parties to the action,” and the 
joinder is permissible under section 267 of The Code. Jbid. 


JUDGE. 


In proceedings under section 1292 of The Code it is the province and duty 
of the judge to determine what is a reasonable subsistence for the 
wife, either by hearing testimony himself or by reference to a referee 
to ascertain the facts as to the income of the husband, ete. Cram v. 
Cram, 288. 


JUDICIAL NOTICE. 


Courts take judicial notice of the seals of the courts of andther state for 
the purpose of determining the validity of a verification of a pleading, 
just as they do of the seals of foreign courts of admiralty and notaries 
public. Hinton v.. Ins. Co., 22. 


JUDICIAL TERMS. 


The words “adjudge,” “determine,” and “award,” used by arbitrators in 
their award, do not necessarily carry with them the idea of a judg- 
ment according to law so as to enable one of the parties to have the 

- award set aside for errors of law where the pout decided was doubt- 
ful. Patton v. Garrett, 847. 


JUDGMENT. 


1. Where the statement and prayer of a complaint clearly and with cer- 
tainty fix the amount to which plaintiff is entitled to judgment, and 
this Court, on appeal, decides that the plaintiff is entitled to recover 
the amount demanded in the complaint, and upon the case being cer- 
tified to the court below, a judgment following the words of the prayer 
of the complaint was rendered, it will not be disturbed. Carter v. 
Long, 44. 

2. To entitle a party to an ancillary remedy he must show that he is 
entitled to the main relief demanded in the complaint. Witz v. 
Gray, 48. 

8. A judgment cannot be recovered against a feme covert on a note alleged 
to have been executed by her unless the complaint names and de- 
scribes separate estate belonging to her chargeable with the CEUs: 
Ibid. 

4, A judgment cannot be etre, against a married woman, in an action 
against her and her husband, when the complaint alleges that the 
husband is the debtor. Jbid. 

5. The simple assignment of a judgment does not carry with it the right 
of action which the plaintiff has against a clerk of the Superior Court 
for failure to properly index it. Redmon v. Staton, 140. 
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6. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


138. 


14. 


15. 


Where R. bought from F. a judgment which the clerk of the Superior 

- Court had failed to properly index, and by reason of such negligence 
lost a lien upon land, and it did not appear that in taking an assign- 
ment of the judgment R. contracted with F. for anything but the 
judgment: Held, that R. acquired only the right to enforce the judg- 
ment and to enjoy its fruits, and not the right, which F. had, to sue 
the clerk for his failure to properly index it. Ibid. 


. Where the court below aflirmed on appeal a judgment of the clerk in a 


proceeding before the latter to set aside a special proceeding for the 
sale of land, and an appeal was taken from said judgment of affirm- 
ance but was not perfected, a subsequent motion to divide the action 
was properly overruled, the matter involved being res judicata. Langs- 
ton v. Weil, 205. 


. Where, in a will contest, a compromise judgment was entered whereby 


legatees named in the will were to receive certain amounts in settle- 
ment of their legacies which were ordered to be paid by the admin- 
istrator cum testamento thereafter to be appointed, the judgment was 
not such a judgment as, under section 530 of The Code, would draw 
interest from its date. Moore v. Pullen, 284. : 


. Where, in a proceeding to sell land, an order of sale has been made and 


property sold and the sale confirmed, the judgment is final and can 
only be set aside in a direct proceeding for that purpose. Smith v. 
Gray, 811. 

Where infant defendants are serve: with a summons in proceedings 
for the partition of land, and a guardian ad litem is appointed, a 
judgment afiirming the sale cannot be set aside in a collateral pro- 
ceeding for alleged fraud or irregularity. Ibid. 

Inasmuch as the statute (section 1754 of The Code) makes a judgment 
for rent a lien on the crop, an adjudication by a justice of the peace 
that the judgment rendered by him in an action for rent was a lien 
on the crop does not invalidate the judgment, but will be treated as 
harmless surplusage. Hargrove v. Harris, 418. 


In an action to foreclose a mortgage on land given by the husband, in 
which his wife did not join, to gain time for and to secure the pay- 
ment of a judgment against the husband, it was not error to give 
judgment for the debt only and refuse an order for the sale of the 
land. Blossom v. Westbrook, 514. 


Under section 82 of The Code, authorizing the court in bastardy pro- 
ceedings to commit defendant “until he find surety,’ such a judg- 
ment, though conditional, is valid. S. v. Wynne, 918. 


‘Chapter 248, Laws 1885, providing that one convicted of seas under 


promise of marriage “shall be fined or imprisoned,” at the discretion ° 
of the court, does not authorize the imposition of both fine and im- 
prisonment. S. v. Crowell, 1052. 

The fact that a sentence both of fine and imprisonment was imposed, 
when only one was authorized, does not entitle defendant to a new 
trial, but the case will be remanded for proper sentence. Ibid. 


JUDGMENT, Affirma nee of. 


An appelNant must show error affirmatively, and when he does not do SQ, 


and the record is insufficient to determine whether or not error was 
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JUDGMENT, Affirmance of—Continued. 


committed by the trial judge, the judgment below will be affirmed. 
McCrimmon v. Parish, 614. 


JUDGMENT, Amendment of, 


An amendment of a judgment made by a judge after the last session of a 
court, In his room at a hotel, without the consent, and in the absence 
of the opposing counsel, is invalid. Hinton v. Ins. Co., 22. — : 


JUDGMENT, Conditional, Invalid, When, 22. 


JUDGMENT DEBTOR. 


If a judgment debtor has lands in two counties, and those in the county 
of his residence are not of sufficient value to make up his exemption, 
he is entitled to have lands allotted in the other county. Springer 

—%, Colwell, 520. — 


JUDGMENT, Impeachment of for Fraud. | 


1. Defendant corporation made an assignment for benefit of creditors, 
and plaintiff, through its attorney, who was also trustee under the 
defendant’s assignment, split up its account against defendant so as 
to bring it within a justice’s jurisdiction and obtain judgments 
thereon. The defendant made no defense to the actions before the 
justice of the peace because of quieting representations made to the 
said attorney. and trustee: Held, that in its answer to a creditor’s © 
bill brought by plaintiff, the defendant had the right, by way of 
counterclaim, to impeach the said judgments for fraud and to demand 
that they be vacated. Cotton Mills v. Cotton Mills, 647. 


2, In such case the defendant need not set out formally the facts relied 
upon to show its right to equitable relief, if such right can be gathered. 
from the whole answer. Jbid. © 


JUDGMENT, Invalid. 


1. The law does not tolerate that the same counse! may appear on both 
sides of an adversary proceeding, even colorably, and, in general, will 
not permit a judgment or decree so affected to stand if excepted to in 
due time. Arrington v. Arrington, 170. 

' 2, Where the attorney for certain executors and devisees, in a proceeding 
against the estate of the deceased person to sell land for the payment 
of debts, also represents a claimant and procures judgment for the 
latter, such. judgment will not be allowed to stand, even though no 
fraud was intended or practised. Jbid. 


JUDGMENT, Void. 


When the fact of the coverture of a woman appears in the complaint or 
other pleadings in an action on a promise to pay money, she not being 
a free trader, nor having specifically bound her separate estate for its 
payment, a personal judgment rendered therein against her is a 
nullity and will be set aside on motion. Green v. Ballard, 144. 
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JUDGMENT. 
When Not Recoverable Against Married Woman, 48. 


JURISDICTION, 449, 558. 


1. The appointment of an administrator upon the estate of a living man is 
void for all purposes, and everything that is founded upon it is a 
nullity, because there was no jurisdiction to appoint. (Quaere, whether 
an administration granted, not upon false information as to a per- 
son’s death, but upon a presumption of law arising from his absence 
without being heard from for seven years, does not make the acts 
of the administration valid.) Springer v. Shavender, 12. 


2. While mere irregularities in the conduct of a proceeding will not sub- 
ject the decree therein to a collateral or even, under some circum- 
stances, to a direct attack, the rule is different when the allegations 
in the pleadings necessary to jurisdiction of the court are untrue, and 
where, if the truth had appeared on the record, it would have been 
the duty of the court on motion, or er mero motu, to have dismissed 
the proceeding for want of jurisdiction. Jbid. 


3. Where a telegraph company has a continuous line between two points 
in this State, the fact that, in transmitting it, it sent the message 
over the lines of another company does not excuse its violation of the 
rate prescribed by the railroad commissioners for the transmission of 
a message sent over the lines of one company. Leavell v. Telegraph 
Oo., 211. . 

4. The fact that the summons, in a proceeding under section 1292 of The 
Code, of which a judgment of the Superior Court has jurisdiction, 
was made returnable at term, does not affect the jurisdiction of the 
judge to hear and determine the matter. Cram v. Cram, 288. 


5. Where plaintiff, in an action before a justice of the peace to recover | 
$76 due for rent, alleged that defendant wrongfully detained the crop 
on which the rent was a lien, and incidentally asked for a delivery 
of the crop which was not alleged to be worth “not more than fifty 
dollars,” the justice of the peace was not deprived of jurisdiction by 
such allegation and prayer. Hargrove v. Harris, 418. ~ 


6. A party suing for several penalties against the same defendant may 
unite several such causes of action in the same complaint, and if they 
exceed $200 in the aggregate the Superior Court will have jurisdiction. — 

. Burrell v. Hughes, 480. 

7% Where, under a will devising all of testator’s land to his wife, remainder 
to his nephew (the plaintiff) in fee, except 50 acres in some suitable 
place and on certain conditions to defendant, and defendant, who was 
a tenant of the wife during her life of 50 acres on which testator had 
settled him, claims title thereto as being in a suitable place and on 
conditions performed, an action by plaintiff for possession involves 
the title to land and is not within the jurisdiction of a justice of the 
peace. Wright v. Harris, 460. _ 


8. Where an executor seeks the advice of the court and a construction of 
the will, only such questions will be determined as it is necessary to 
settle in order to protect the fiduciary in the discharge of his present 
duty. Balsley v. Baisley, 472. 
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9. The courts will not assume jurisdiction except where there is a present 
existing question of right to be acted upon, capable of being made the 
subject-matter of a decree, nor will they advise as to the past conduct 
of an executor nor as to the future aud contingent rights of legatees. 
Ibid. 

10. The courts have jurisdiction of a suit by an executor for the. construc- 
tion of a will when he has personal assets in his hands ready for dis- 
tribution, and where the will, while providing for an equal distribu- 
tion, does not show whether the debts due to the estate are to be 
raised or treated as advancements and ecged to the estate before 
distribution. Jbid. 

11. Where a court has properly taken jurisdiction of a suit to construe a 
will, it may order a valuation of the real estate if necessary in order 
to afford complete relief, though the relief thus granted is ordinarily 
granted in a special proceeding. Jbid. 

12. Where it appears to a court of Equity that the parties to a suit are in 
pari delicto in respect to a covinous agreement, the court will not in- 
terfere to give relief, but will leave the parties to exercise their rights 
as they may be permitted in a court of law. Bank v. Adrian, 588. 


13. Although the clerk of the Superior Court cannot, in an action for par- _ 
tition, reform the deed under which the plaintiff claims, the Superior 
Court may grant such relief when the proceeding is transferred or 
goes to it by appeal. Helms v. Austin, 751. 

14. The limiting the punishment for bastardy to a fine of $10 confers upon 
justices of the peace exclusive jurisdiction for twelve months after 
the commission of the offense; after that period the Superior and 
eriminal courts have concurrent jurisdiction under section 892 of The 
Code. 8S. v. Wynne, 981. 


JURORS. 


1. Jurors, while in the discharge of their duties, must be temperate and 
in such condition of mind as to enable them to discharge their duties 
honestly, intelligently, and free from the influence and domination of 
Strong drink. NS. v. Jenkins, 972. 

2. Where jurors purchased and drank whiskey, and “some of them were 
under its influence’ while deliberating on their verdict, the verdict 
returned by the jury was null, and a mistrial should have been entered 
and a new trial granted to defendant against whom such verdict was: 
rendered. Ibid. 


JURY. 


Where, in response to one issue, a jury found that a contract existed 
between two sisters whereby the survivor should have the whole of 
a certain note belonging to them jointly, a finding in response to 
another issue, that one of its parties at a later date made a gift of 
her share in such note, is not inconsistent with the first finding. 
Taylor v. Smith, 531. 


JURY, Question for. 


1. Where a liquor, by common knowledge or observation, is intoxicating, 
the court may so declare, but if it is doubtful whether it is intoxi-~ 
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JURY, Question for— Continued. 


eating or not, then itis a | question of fact for the jury. S.-v. Scott, 
1012, 


12. Where, in the trial of an indictment for sardae saitudus liquors on 
Sunday without prescription of a physician and not for medical pur- 
poses (section 1117 of The Code), the evidence was that the prose- 
cuting witness drank four bottles of brandy peaches sold by the de- 
fendant and became drunk thereby, it was for the jury to determine 
whether the liquor was spirituous and intoxicating. Ibid. 


_ JURY, Remarks of Judge. 


It is not improper for the trial judge, upon the continued disagreement 
of a jury, to have them brought before him and to impress upon them . 
the necessity of their reasoning together, instead of being obstinate, 
and of coming to an early conclusion. Bank v. Gilmer, 684. 


JUSTICE OF THE PEACE. 


- 1, While a new trial cannot be granted by a. justice of the peace, a re- 
hearing may be allowed in certain cases mentioned in section 845 of 
The Code. Salmon v. McLean, 209. 

2. Where a judgment was rendered by a justice of the peace, and upon a 
rehearing granted by him a similar judgment was rendered, the 
statute of limitations began to run from the date of the latter, the 
first judgment having been vacated. Ibid. 


3. Where plaintiff, in an action. before a justice of the peace to recover 
$75 due for rent, alleged that defendant wrongfully detained the crop 
on which the rent was a lien, and incidentally asked for a delivery 
of the crop which was not alleged to be worth ‘not more than fifty 

- dollars,” the justice of the peace was not deprived of jurisdiction by . 
such allegation and prayer. Hargrove v. Harris, 418. 


4, In such case the justice properly ignored the ancillary remedy, of which 
he had no jurisdiction, and rendered judgment for the amount found 
to be due for rent. Ibid. | 

5. Inasmuch as the statute (section 1754 of The Code) makes a judgment 
for rent a lien on the crop, an adjudication by a justice of the peace 
that the judgment rendered by him in an action for rent was a lien 
on the crop does not invalidate the judgment, but will be treated as 
harmless surplusage. Jbid. 

6. After a justice of the peace has transmitted an appeal from his judg- 
“ment and all the papers to the Superior Court, he has no power to 
grant a motion to set aside his judgment for want of jurisdiction. 
Glenn v.Winstead, 451. 

7. Where, under a will devising all the testator’s land to his wife, re- 
mainder''to his nephew (the plaintiff) in fee, except 50 acres in some 
suitable place and on certain conditions to defendant, and defendant, 
who was a tenant of the wife during her life of fifty acres on which 
testator had. settled him, claims title thereto’ as being in‘a suitable 
place and on conditions performed, an action by plaintiff for posses- 
sion involves the title to land and is not within the Jurisdiction of a 
justice of the peace. Wright v. Harris, ee 
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LACHES. 


1. Where appeilant, after a failure to agree on the case on appeal, does 
not “immediately”’ request the trial judge to settle the same, but © 
delays for several weeks, and in the meantime the judge dies, and no 
excuse is shown for the appellant’s laches, the judgment below will 
be affirmed. Heuth v. Lancaster, 69. 

2. The giving of an appeal bond is no part of the duties of an attorney; 
if the attorney assumes the duty he does so as agent of the appellant, 
ny is answerable for the negligence of his attorney. Boyer v. Gar- 

, 125. 


3. is nen between the counsel for a party that one of them should 
perform duties incumbent upon them both equally is a matter per- 
sonal between them, and a failure to discharge the assigned duty is 
negligence in both for which their client is answerable. Jbid. 


4, Where an appellant neglected to docket his appeal or apply for a 
certiorari at the next term of this Court after the cause was deter- 
mined in the court below, the writ will not be granted. Causey v. 
Snow, 497. } 


LAND, Power of Disposal of | by Cestui Que Trust Without Consent of Trustee, 
165. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT. 


Where a lessor, under .a power contained in the lease, gives notice to 
lessee of his intention to cancel the lease and take possession at the 
end of thirty days for nonpayment of rent, such notice is not an offer 
which may be accepted by the tenant and thus made irrevocable, but 
the lessor may withdraw it and sue for the rent. Warehouse Co. v. 
‘Duke, 202. 


LANDLORD, Lien for Advances. | 


Although, under sections 1754, 1799, and 1800 of The Code. the lien of a 
landlord for advances is superior to that of a third party making 
advanees to the tenant, nevertheless such priority exists only for 
advances made during the year in which the erops were made and 
not for a balance due for an antecedent year. Fleming v. Daven- 
port, 158. 


LARCENY 


1. To constitute larceny, there must be an original felonious intent, gen- 
eral or special, in the mind of the accused at the time of the taking 
or finding lost property, otherwise it is a trespass only and poe a 
felony. S. v. Arkle, 1017. 

2, The omission to use the ordinary means of discovering the owner of 
property lost and found raises a presumption of fraudulent intention 
against the finder, which it is necessary for him to explain and 
obviate, and this is done by showing that he endeavored to find the 
owner or that he openly made known the finding so as to make him- 

- self responsible to the owner for the value when he should appear. 
Ibid. 
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LAWYER AND CLIENT, 125. See, also, Counsel. 


LEASE OF RAILROAD. 


1. Though railway companies fall within the classification of private, cor- 

porations, they are quasi-public and have no more authority to rid 

_ themselves of responsibility for the performance of the duties imposed 

upon them as inseparable from the privileges given them than they 

have to sell any property which is necessary for corporate purposes. 
Logan v. R. R., 940. 


. A railroad company cannot escape its responsibility for negligence by 
leasing its road to another company unless its charter or a subsequent 
act of the Legislature specially exempts it from liability in such case. 
Ibid. 


LEGACY. See, also, Devisee. 


1. Pecuniary legacies draw interest from and after one year after death 
of a testator. Moore v. Pullen, 284, 


2. Where a testator devised land to a grandson, who was directed to pay 
to testator’s daughter one-half. of its value out of the rent, or from 
any other source except by sale of the land, the daughter’s share is a 
charge upon the land. Hunt v. Wheeler, 422. ; 


LEGISLATIVE POWER. 


An act of the Legislature authorizing a certain person “to act as guardian” 
of another without giving bond is constitutional, and is in itself an 
appointment without intervention of the clerk. Henderson v. Dowd, 
795. 


LESSOR AND LESSEE. 


Where a lessor, under @ power contained in the lease, gives notice to 
lessee of his intention to cancel the lease and take possession at the 
end of thirty days for nonpayment of rent, such ‘notice is not an offer 
which may be accepted by tenant and thus made irrevocable, but the 
lessor may withdraw it and sue for the rent. Warehouse Co. v. Duke, 
202. 


LESSOR AND LESSEE RAILROAD. 


1. Though railway companies fall within the classification of private cor- 
porations, they are quasi-public and have no more authority to rid 
themselves of responsibility for the performance of the duties imposed 
upon them as inseparable from the privilege given them than 
they have to sell any property which is necessary for corporate pur- 
poses. Logan v. R. R., 940. 

2, A railroad company cannot escape its responsibility for negligence by 
leasing its road to another company unless its charter or a subse- 
quent act of the Legislature specially exempts it from liability in 
such case. Ibid. 


part | 
—) 
mt 


INDEX. 


LIABILITY ON NOTE, Limitation of. 


1. Contracting parties are not prohibited from inserting in a written agree- 
ment a provision that an ee which the law would otherwise 
raise, shall not arise. Banking Co. v. Morehead, 418. 


2, While an executrix, who gives a note . her representative capacity for 
money borrowed to pay debts of the estate, is personally liable, noth- 
ing else appearing, yet when it is so signed, but in the body of the 
note are inserted the words “LL. L. M., executrix, etc, but not per- 
sonally,” she is not personally liable. Jbid. 


LICENSE FOR SALE OF LIQUOR. 


A Government license for the sale of intoxicating liquors will not protect 
the holder thereof from prosecution by the State for selling in viola- — 
tion of State laws. SN. v. Downs, 1064. 


LIEN. 


1. Where V., a surety on a purchase-money note for a horse, retaining 
title and duly recorded, paid it and did not have it transferred to a 
trustee for his benefit, and the principal debtor, after mortgaging the 
horse to another person, delivered it to V., the mortgagee has a first 
lien and is entitled to possession. Browning v. Porter, 62. 


2. Although, under sections 1754, 1799, and 1800 of The Code, the lien of 
a landlord for advances is superior to that of a third party making 
advances to the tenant, nevertheless such priority exists only for 
advances made during the year in which the crops were made and 
not for a balance due for an antecedent year. Fleming v. Daven- 
port, 153. 

3. For money advanced to pay for land, 185. 

4, Creditors of a copartnership have no lien upon the partnership assets. 
as against individual creditors. Armstrokxg v. Carr, 499. 


LIMITATIONS, Stattte of, 466. 


1. Where the vesting of an absolute estate depended upon the payment of 
certain debts by the devisee, and, in the trial of an issue whether all 
such debts had been paid, a note was produced, signed by him, un- 
canceled, and found among the effects of another decedent: Held, 
that the production of such note raised the presumption that the note 
had not been paid, and, in such case, it is immaterial when the statute 
of limitations began to run. Johnson v. Gooch, 64. 

2. Partial payment on a note arrests the running of the statute of limita- 
tions only when it is made under such circumstances as will warrant 
the inference that the debtor recognizes the debt as then existing and 
his willingness or, at least, his obligation to’ pay the paleare: Battle 
v,. Battle, 161: 7 oe: 

3. Where an assignment for benefit of creditors confers no power on the 

' “trustee, as agent of the debtor, to do any act to waive the statute, or 
to express a willingness or intention to pay the debt after‘it becomes 
otherwise barred, a partial payment made by the trustee on a note of 
the debtor will not arrest the running or remove the bar of the 
statute of limitations. Ibid. 


706 


INDEX. 


LIMITATIONS, Statute of—Continued. 


4. Where a judgment was rendered by a justice of the peace, and upon a 
rehearing granted by him a similar judgment was rendered, the 
statute of limitations began to run from. the date of the latter, the 
first judgment having been vacated. Salmon v. McLean, 209. 


5. An action by an administrator to recover his intestate’s share of an 
estate iS governed by section 158 of The Code. which provides that 
actions not otherwise provided for should be brought within ten 
years. Hunt v. Wheeler, 422. 


6. The statute of limitations begins to run against coupons of bonds at 
the maturity, not of the bonds, but of the coupons, eee Vv. 
Comrs., 616. 

7. The sewente of limitations does ot begin to run against remaindermen 
until the i of the particular estate. Huneycutt v. Brooks, 
788, 

8. The amendment, by shapes 269, Acts 1889, of section 155 (9) of The 

- Code, by which the words ‘in cases which were heretofore solely cog- 
nizable by courts.of Equity” were stricken out, applies to an action 
for a false warranty in a sale made before the amendment, so that, 
in actions where relief on the ground of fraud is sought, the cause of 
action shall not be deemed to have accrued until the discovery of the 
fraud complained of. Alpha Mills v. Engine Co., 797. 


9. A foreign corporation cannot set up the statute of limitations in bar of 
an action for false warranty. Ibid. 

10. Deceit being the very essence of the offense, the statute (section 1177 
of The Code) exempting certain crimes, including deceit, from the 
two years statute of limitations, applies to the offense of seduction 
under promise of marriage. S. v. Crowell, 1052. 


[OST PROPERTY. 


The omission to use the ordinary means of discovering the owner of 
property lost and found raises a presumption of fraudulent intention 
against the finder, which it is necessary for him to explain and 
obviate, and this is done by showing that he endeavored to find the 
owner or that he openly made known the finding so a& to make him- 
self responsible to the owner for the value when he should appear. 


S. v. Arkle, 1017. 


MALICE. 


1. Where, in the trial of an action for malicious prosecution, it appeared 
that the defendant had in good faith consulted a lawyer of good 
standing, who, upon a frank and full statement of the alleged facts 
by one conversant with them, advised the prosecution, whereupon the 
defendant, without personal malice, caused the plaintiff to be ar- 
rested, it was error in the trial judge to instruct the jury that such 
circumstances constituted probable cause. The instruction should 
have been that such circumstances did not rebut the prima facie case 
of plaintiff but should only be considered by the jury as evidence to 
rebut the implication of malice. Smith v. B. and L. Assn., 73. 


2. That a prosecution for forgery was instituted upon the advice of coun- 
sel is only evidence to rebut the presumption of malice, and it should 
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MALICE—Continued. 


be left to the jury to find whether malice, which might be inferred 
from want of probable cause, has been rebutted by the other evidence. 
Thurber v. B. and L. Assn., 75. 


MALICIOUS PROSECUTION. 


1. The discharge of a person arrested on a warrant by a justice of the 
peace, for want of sufficient proof, casts the burden of showing prob- 
able cause for his arrest upon the person who instigated the criminal 
proceeding. Smith v. B. and L. Assn., 73. : 

2. Where, in the trial of an action for malicious prosecution, it appeared 
that the defendant had in good faith consulted a lawyer of good 
standing, who, upon a frank’ and full statement of the alleged facts 
by one conversant with them, advised the prosecution, whereupon the 
defendant, without personal malice, caused the plaintiff to be ar- 
rested, it was error in the trial judge to instruct the jury that such 
circumstances constituted probable cause. The instruction should 
have been that such circumstances did not rebut the prima facie case 
of plaintiff but should only be considered by the jury as evidence to 
rebut the implication of malice. Jbid. 


8. In the trial of an action for malicicus prosecution it appeared that the 
plaintiff had been arrested on a charge of forging the owner’s name 
to a transfer of a certificate of stock, and that the only testimony as 
to the alleged forgery was that of the owner of the stock to the effect 
that he assigned the stock to a third person on his false representa- 
tions, and that the name of the plaintiff whose name appeared as 
assignee was not mentioned, and ‘that he, the owner, did not know 
that he was transferring the stock to him: Held, that an arrest for 
forgery was not justified by the facts testified to. Thurber v. B. and 
L. Assn., 75. . 

4, That a prosecution for forgery was instituted upon the advice of coun- 
sel is only evidence to rebut the presumption of malice, and it should 
pe left to the jury to find whether malice, which might be inferred 
from want of probable cause, has been rebutted by the other evidence. 
Ibid. 


MANSLAUGHTER. 


Where, in the trial of a prisoner charged with murder committed in 1888 

(before the passage of the act of 1893), the evidence showed that 
defendant had made threats against the life of the deceased, but that 
thereafter, on the day of the killing, their relations were friendly, 
and that the immediate provocation to the homicide was the shooting 
of defendant’s brother by the deceased: Held, that the jury should 
have been instructed that, if they found these facts, defendant could 
be convicted of manslaughter only, inasmuch as, after the reconcilia- 
tion, the law would presume the crime to be due to the new and 
sudden provocation and not to previous malice. 8S. v. Horn, 1087. 


MASTER AND SERVANT, 558. | 
1. A conductor is, in his relation to those subject to his orders on the 
train in his charge, a vice-principal acting for the company. Shadd 


y. R. R., 968. 
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MASTER AND SERVANT—Continued. 


2, Where a servant’s movements are directed by a vice-principal of a 
corporation, and the former believes that discharge from + employ- 

: ment will follow his disobedience of orders, his acts under such 
circumstances will not render him culpable or guilty of contributory 
negligence, but will be imputed to the company whose officer coerced 
him to act without regard to his own wishes or judgment. Lbid. 


MENTAL ANGUI SH. 


Where the nature of a telegraphic message appears on its face and the 
telegraph company fails, through negligence, to deliver it, the party 
injured by its nondelivery can recover damages for the mental 
anguish caused thereby. Sherrill v. Tel. Coa., 655. 


MISJOINDER. 


There is no misjoinder of causes of action where, in a suit by a clerk of 
a Superior Court against his predecessor to recover the funds of 
the office, the complaint alleges separate and distinct causes of action 
for the benefit of separate and distinct persons or classes of persons. 
Peebles wv. Boone, 57. 


MISTRIAL. 


Where jurors purchased and drank whiskey, and ‘‘some of them were 
under its influence’ while deliberating on their verdict, the verdict 
returned by the jury was null, and a mistrial should have been 
entered and a new trial granted to defendant against whom such 
verdict was rendered. S. v. Jenkins, 972. 


“MORTGAGE. 


1. Where V:, a surety on a purchase-money note for a horse, retaining 
title and duly recorded, paid it and did not have it transferred to a 
trustee for his benefit, and the principal debtor, after mortgaging 
the horse to another person, delivered it to V., the mortgagee has a 
first lien and is entitled to possession. Browning v. Porter, 62. 

2. A mortgage or deed of trust, ete. given for a present consideration is 
not affected by chapter 466, Acts 1895. Farthing v. Carrington, 315. 

3. While Laws 1893 (chapter 458) does not prohibit. bona fide mortgages 
to secure one or more preéxisting debts, yet where a mortgage is 
made of the entirety of a large estate for a preéxisting debt (omitting 
only an insignificant remnant of property), the mortgage is in effect 
an assignment for the benefit of creditors secured therein, and is 
subject to the regulations prescribed in said act of 1893. Bank v. 
Gilmer, 684. - 


MORTGAGE, Action to Foreclose, 877. 


In an action to foreclose a mortgage on land given by the husband, in 
which his wife did not join, to gain time for and to secure the pay- 
ment of-a judgment against the husband, it was not error to give 
judgment for the debt only and refuse an order for the sale of the 
land. Blossom v. Westbrook, 514. 
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MORTGAGE OF WIFE’S LAND BY HUSBAND FOR IMPROVEMENTS. 


Where a feme covert, with the consent of her husband, mortgaged her 
separate real estate to secure money borrowed upon the joint note 
of herself and husband to improve the land, and upon the death of 
the wife the land is sold upon the petition of the surviving husband 
and the heir of the wife, the curtesy interest should not be charged 
with the debt, but the debt should first be paid out of the entire pro- 
ceeds and the curtesy interest ascertained and paid from the surplus. 
In re Freeman, 199. | 


MORTGAGE, Foreclosure of Fraudulent. 


- Where, in the complaint in an action to foreclose a mortgage against an 
insolvent mortgagor, it appeared that the mortgage was given to 
secure notes for $90,000, payable in three years at four per cent in- 
terest, and was not filed until the mortgagee became insolvent, and 
the answer filed by the assignee of the mortgagor (to which a de- 
murrer was entered) alleged that the mortgage was given under an 
agreement and with the intent to hinder, delay, and defraud the 
mortgagor’s creditors: Held, that neither party was entitled to 
equitable relief and the court will leave them to settle, in a court of 
law. the question as to the fraudulent intentions of the parties and 
whether the assignee of the mortgagor was a subsequent purchaser 
with notice so as to postpone the creditors of the mortgagor to the 
claims of the mortgagee. (Avery, J., dissents). Bank v. Adrian, 537 


MORTGAGE LIEN. 


The unaccepted tender of the amount due on a debt secured by a mortgage 
on land, and the costs, does not discharge the lien of the mortgage 
unless the tender be kept good and the money be paid into court. Its 
only effect is to stop interest and costs accruing after the tender. 
(CrARK, J., dissents, arguendo, in which Montcomery, J., concurs.) 
Parker v. Beasley, 1. 


MORTGAGEE AND MORTGAGOR. 


In this State the mortgagee has the legal estate, and the mortgagor is the 
equitable owner with the right, until the day of redemption is past, to 
pay the money according to the contract and avoid the conveyance 
at law. Parker v. Beasley, 1. 


MORTGAGEE. 


1. A sale of the premises on which a distillery is located under a decree 
of the Circuit Court of the United States, in a proceeding in rem for 
a forfeiture incurred under the provisions of section 3281, U. S. Re- 
vised Statutes, does not pass the title of a mortgagee without whose 
knowledge or connivance the illicit distillery was maintained. Glenn 
v. Winstead, 451. | 

2. The law does not impute to a mortgagee, without any proof whatever, 
a guilty participation in the fraud of a mortgagor and declare his 
interest in the mortgaged premises, upon which an illicit distillery 
has been maintained, forfeited because the Collector of Internal 
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Revenue may have failed to secure his assent, as a holder of a lien, 
to the use of the premises for the purposes of a distillery as the Col- 
lector is required by law to do. Ibid. 

8. The mere erection cf a house on land and its use as a distillery is not, 
as a matter of law, notice to a mortgagee that a distillery is being 
maintained thereon so as to render his interest liable to a forfeiture 
for violation, by the distiller, of the revenue laws. Jbid. 


MOTION TO DISMISS AN ACTION, When Refusal Not Appealable. 


Where the ground of a motion to dismiss an action for want of service 
upon the defendant was that the person upon whom service of the 
summons was made was not the agent of defendant, and the jury, in 
the trial of the action, found an issue establishing such agency, the 
refusal of the motion to dismiss by the trial judge who, at the time 
it was made, passed on the fact, cannot be excepted to on appeal. 
Alpha Mills v. Engine Co., T97. 


- MOTION TO REINSTATE, 46. 


1. Where a motion is made to docket and dismiss an appeal, under Rule 
17, for failure of the appellant to docket the same, the excuses for 
such failure should then be made. Mortgage Co. v. Long, TT. 

2. In the absence of a request from or agreement with the appellee that an 
appeal should not be docketed, the fact that negotiations were pending 
for a compromise is no good excuse for appellant’s failure to docket 
the appeal, and a motion to reinstate will not be allowed. Jbid. 


3. The printing of a record on appeal, as required by Rule 30, requires 
no legal skill, and hence, the negligence of counsel is no excuse for 
the failure to print; and where an appeal has been dismissed for such 
failure, a motion to reinstate will not be allowed. Dunn v. Under- 
wood, 525. 


MUNICIPALITY. 


1. A city acting within the purview of its delegated authority is not re- 
sponsible for the acts of its agents done in the exercise of its judicial, 
discretionary or legislative powers; but where the city is acting in 
its ministerial capacity, and in the exercise of powers conferred for 
its own benefit and assumed voluntarily, it is answerable for the torts 
of its agents, provided they are acting within the scope of their agency 
and of the municipal authority. Love v. Raleigh, 296. 

2 If an act complained of lies wholly outside of the general or special 

_ powers of a municipal corporation, the corporation is not liable in 
damages for such act, whether it was done by its express command 
or not. Ibid. 

3. A city has no implied authority to provide for a pyrotechnic display 
on a Fourth of July or anniversary celebration. Ibid. 

4. A city, not having the express power to provide for a display of fire- 
works, is not answerable in damages for the negligence of its agents 

~ in conducting such a display ordered by it. Ibid. 
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). If the authorities of a town provide in its prison the necessaries to 
protect a prisoner from bodily suffering, but the custodians of the 
jail neglect or fail to supply him with such necessaries, the town is 
not liable in damages for injury caused to the prisoner. by such neg- 
lect or failure of the custodians, provided it is not shown that the 
officers of the town were negligent in supervising the custodians. 
Shields v. Durham, 894. 

6. Where, in the trial of an action for damages for injury to plaintiff's 
health caused by the absence of window glass in a cell in which he 
was confined, it was not shown that town authorities had notice of 
such defect or that they were negligent in supervising the jailer, ete., 
the plaintiff cannot recover, Jbid. 


. The law imposes upon the municipal authorities of a town the impera- 
tive duty of keeping in proper repair the streets and bridges of the 
town. Russell v. Monroe, 720. 

8. A person walking on a sidewalk has the right to expect and to act on 
the assumption that the town authorities have properly discharged 
their duties by keeping the street in repair—the only exception to the 
rule being the reasonable requirement that pedestrians must take 
notice of such structures as the necessities of commerce or the con- 
venient occupation of dwelling-houses may require. Jbdid. | 


9. In the trial of an action against a town for personal injuries caused 
by defects in the sidewalks, the burden of proving cOnEEDBLOEY negli- 
genee is on the defendant. Jbid. 


10. Section 3 of Article V of the Constitution authorizes the Legislature to 
tax trades, professions, franchises, and incomes. Section 3800 of The 
Code empowers cities and towns to levy taxes “on all persons, prop- 
erty, privileges, and subjects within the corporate limits which are 
liable to taxation for State and county purposes,” and chapter 192, 
Acts 1876-77, confers upon the City of Wilmington authority to levy 
taxes on all subjects liable to taxation under section 3, Article V of 
the Constitution: Held, that the City of Wilmington is authorized 
under the statutes named to levy a tax upon the ene cane and 
sale of ice. S. v. Worth, 1007. 


11. A municipality authorized to tax trades, professions, franchises, and 
incomes is not bound to tax them uniformly as to amount. Jbdid. 


| 


MUNICIPAL BONDS. 


1. Where, in a suit by a railroad company against a town to compel the 
latter to issue bonds, a compromise decree was entered whereby the 
company was required to release the town from one-half of the issue 

’ upon the issuing by the town of the other half, the fact that such 
release has not been executed by the railroad (no demand for such 
release having been made) will not invalidate the bonds issued in 
pursuance of the decree and held ony a bona fide purchaser. Bank vw. 
Comrs., 839. _ 

2. While it is a prerequisite essential to the validity of bonds issued by a 
town in aid of a railroad that the Legislature shall grant the power 
to aid and that a majority of the qualified voters shall signify their 
approval, yet the machinery for ascertaining the will of the electors 
is a secondary consideration. Jbid. 
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Where an act of the Legislature authorized the issue of bonds by a 
town in aid of a railroad, and provided for their payment by taxation, 
but did not provide for an election on the question of their issuance, 
and the election was held in conformity to existing election laws 
relating to the borrowing of money by municipalities, the bonds issued 
pursuant to such election are valid in the hands of a bona fide owner. 
Ibid. 


4, The bona fide purchaser of municipal bonds issued in aid of a railroad 


is required to lock no further than to see whether those things essen- 
tially prerequisite to the issuing of a valid municipal bond have been 
done and cannot be made to suffer because the town did not take 
proper and effective measures to secure the completion of the road: in 
whose aid the bonds were issued. Jbdid. 


MURDER. 


1. In the trial of one charged with murder in the first degree, it is not 


to 


’ essential that the prosecution, in order to show prima. facie premedi- 
tation and deliberation on the part of the prisoner, should offer evi- 
dence tending to prove a preconceived purpose to kill formed at a time 
anterior to the meeting when it was carried into execution. 8S. v 
MeCormae, 1033. 


. In order to warrant the trial judge in submitting to the jury the ques- 


tion of defendant’s guilt, in a trial for murder in the first degree, it 
must have appeared in some aspect of the evidence that the defendant 

. deliberately determined to kill the prisoner before inflicting the mortal] 
wound. Jbid. | 


. In a prosecution for murder in the first degree, it appeared that the 


defendant had gone to the house of deceased in the evening, armed; 
had, in conversation with deceased, shown two pistols; had remained 
until two o’clock, when the deceased was shot. That there was no 
quarrel immediately before the shooting. That when he fired he said, 
“T guess that will do you,” laid one of the pistols beside deceased 
and remarked, “I reckon you will let me alone now”: Held, it is not 
error to submit the question of defendant’s guilt of murder in the first 
degree to the jury. Ibid. 


. If the purpose to kill has been deliberately formed, the ieee which 


elapses before its execution is immaterial. Ibid. 


. While threats in a thoughtless and bragging manner should not receive 


‘too much consideration from a jury, yet they are competent and 
proper evidence, and what weight they should have with a jury is a 
question for them under proper instructions from the court and a con- 
sideration of all the circumstances under which they were made. 8, 
v. Horn, 1087. 


. Where, in the trial of a prisoner charged with murder committed in 


1883 (before the passage of the act of 18938), the evidence showed 
that defendant had made threats against the life of the deceased but 
that thereafter, on the day of the killing, their relations were friendly 
and that the immediate provocation to the homicide was the shooting 
of defendant’s brother by the deceased: Held, that the jury should 
have been instructed that, if they found these facts, defendant could 
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be convicted of manslaughter only, inasmuch as, after the reconcilia-— 
tion, the law would presume the crime to be due to the new and sudden 
provocation and not to previous malice. Jbid. 


NEGLIGENCE, 


1. A city, acting within the purview of its delegated authority, is not re- 
sponsible for the acts of its agents done in the exercise of its judicial, 
discretionary, or legislative powers; but where the city is acting in 
its ministerial capacity. and in the exercise of powers conferred for 
its own benefit and assumed voluntarily, it is answerable for the torts 
of its agents, provided they are acting within the scope of their agency 
and of the municipal authority. Love v. Raleigh, 296. 


2. A city, not-having the express power to provide for a display of fire- 
works, is not answerable in damages for the negligence of its agents 
in conducting such a display ordered by it. Jbid. 

3. If the authorities of a town provide in its prison the necessaries to 
protect a prisoner from bodily suffering, but the custodians of the jail 
neglect or fail to supply him with such necessaries, the town is not 
liable in damages for injury caused to the prisoner by such neglect 
or failure of the custodians, provided it is not shown that the officers 
of the town were negligent in supervising the custodians. Shields v. 
Durham, 394. | 

4. Where, in the trial of an action for damages for injury to plaintiff's 
health caused by the absence of window glass in a cell in which he 
was confined, it was not shown that the town authorities had notice © 
of such defect or that they were negligent in supervising the jailer, 
ete., the plaintiff cannot recover. Jbid. 

5. Where plaintiff, in an action against. a telegraph company for failure 
to deliver a message, shows that defendant received it and failed to 
deliver it, he has established a prima facie case, and it devolves upon 
the defendant to show excuse for such failure. Sherrill v. Tel. Co., 
655. 7 | : | 

6. Where, in an action against a telegraph company for failure to deliver 
a message, the plaintiff establishes a prima facie case, the question 
of negligence is for the jury, and an instruction that “upon all the 
evidence, if believed, plaintiff is not entitled to recover,” is an expres- 
sion of opinion by the court upon the weight of the evidence in vio- 
lation of section 418 of The Code. Ibid. 


7. In the trial of an action against a telegraph company for ‘failure to 
deliver a message, an instruction that if the defendant made proper 
inquiries as to the whereabouts of the person to whom the message 
was addressed, from persons of wide acquaintance in the neighbor- 
hood, and, upon information so received, delivered the message to a 
person of the same name, it had used reasonable diligence, was 
erroneous, inasmuch as it left out of consideration when and after | 
how much delay the inquiries were made. Ibid. 


8. Where, in the trial of an action for damages for failure to jeive: a. 
telegraphic message, it appeared that the message on its face asked 
for an answer, and money was paid for a special delivery, it was 
negligence in the receiving agent, when he found difficulty in deliver- 
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10. 


11. 


12. 


15. 


14, 


17. 


ing it, not to wire the sending office for a better address, and not to 
notify the sender immediately upon the nondeélivery of the message. 
ibid. 


. It was Hepeeaee: in town authorities to leave open a ditch three feet 


deep at the point where it crossed a part of the sidewalk for sufficient 
space to admit the body of a person falling into it. Russel v. Mon- 
roe, 720. Pe 


Previous knowledge, on the part of a person injured, of the existence 
of a defect in sidewalks does not per se establish negligence on his 
part. Ibid. 


A person walking at night on a town sidewalk is only required to use 
ordinary care to avoid defective places therein, and is not required 
to remember the location of defects which he might have seen during 
the day, and is not required to use more than ordinary care te avoid 
injury therefrom. Jbid. 


A person walking on a sidewalk has the right to expect and to act on 
the assumption that the town authorities have properly discharged 
their duties by keeping the street in repair—the only exception to the © 
rule being the reasonable requirement that pedestrians must take 
notice of such structures as the necessities of commerce or the con- 
venient occupation of dwelling-houses may require. Ibid. 

In the trial of an action against a town for personal injuries caused 
by defects in a sidewalk, the burden of proving contributory negli- 
gence is on the defendant. Jbid. 

Where goods were held in a railroad company’s warehouse, at owner’s 
risk and for his convenience, the company was no longer liable as a> 
common carrier but only for want of ordinary care as a warehouse- 


'. man, and the owner of the goods, in an action for the value of the 


same, should be required to prove Baseerore as a. part of his case. 
Young v. R. R., 982. 


. In an action against a railroad company eh recover goods burned in its 


warehouse, evidence that a night telegraph operator, who had an 
office in a room adjoining the warehouse, and slept therein, was in- 
temperate in his habits and was drunk on the night. of the fire, does 
not justify a verdict for the plaintiif. Jbid, Se 


. A railroad company cannot escape its responsibility for negligence by 


leasing its road to another company unless its charter or a subsequent 
act. of the Legislature specially eee it from as in sucu case, 
Logan v. R. R., 940. 


In an action against one railroad company as lessor of. another for 
injuries sustained by plaintiff, a section hand in the employ of the 
lessee, by reason of the negligence of the section boss of the latter, 
‘a complaint which alleges the fact of incorporation. of both companies, 
' the making of the lease, the fact and nature of* “plaintiff” s employment, 
and that in removing a hand-car from the track, in response to the 


e orders of his boss, the giving of which at that time was negligence, he 


. was struck and injured by a passing train, : Nee a cause of action. 
L bid. . 


18. A passenger who alights cot a moving train: a ‘the Aeeten of the 


-,conductor is not, as a matter of law, guilty. ‘of contributory negligence 
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when there was no appearance of danger within the locality where 
he alighted or in the rate of speed of the train. Watkins v. R. R., 961. 


19.. Where a servant’s movements are directed by a vice-principal of a cor- 
poration, and the former believes that discharge from employment 
will follow his disobedience of orders, his acts under such circum- 
stances will not render him culpable or guilty of contributory negli- 
gence, but will be imputed to the company whose officer coerced him 
to act without regard to his own wishes or judgment. Shadd v. 
R. R., 968. 


20. Where plaintiff, an inexperienced brakeman, was ordered by the con- 
ductor of a railroad company to make a coupling which an experienced 
brakeman had volunteered to make, and as plaintiff went between 
the cars, in obedience to the command, and while he was arranging 
displaced link, the conductor, who could see plaintiff’s danger, sig- 
naled to the engineer to back the train and at the same time shouted 
to the plaintiff not to miss the coupling: Held, that it was error to 
charge that plaintiff could not recover for injuries received in so 
attempting to obey orders and make the coupling. bid. 


7 21. The negligence of clerk does not excuse appellant’ S laches, when, 840. 


NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS. 


1. An indorsee of negotiable paper for value before maturity, without 
notice of any infirmity, takes it clear of all equities and defenses 
between antecedent parties, excepting only (1) when, by statute, the 
paper is void in whole or in part from its inception, and (2) when the 
original consideration of the paper is illegal or fraudulent. Bank 
v”, McNair, 550. 

2. One who purchases, for value before maturity and without notice of 
any set-offs, several notes, paying one-half of their aggregate face 
value and giving credit to the indorser for the other half, holds all 
the notes free from any right of set-off in favor of the maker as to 
any remaining unpaid. Jbid, . 

3. In such ease, the fact that the purchaser of the notes may have sued 
and recovered on part of them, does not deprive him of the character 
of a purchaser for value so as to let in the right of set-off as to the 
others. Jbid. 

4, If a note is not void, illegal, or fraudulent, the indorsee who takes it 
before maturity, for value and without notice, gets the title free from 
all equities, regardless of how much or little he may have paid for 
it. Ibid. 

5. While the general rule is that the holder of negotiable paper is pre- 

'  gumed to be the owner, and that the burden is on the defendants to 
show the contrary by a preponderance of evidence, yet where an 
agent of a principal is furnished with money to, and does, buy up 
claims against the latter, it is his duty, if he asserts a right to the 
claims, to show by a preponderance of testimony that the claims are 
his. Threadgill v. Comrs., 616. 

-§. The fact that the maker of certain notes, by an arrangement with 
payee, had at different times drawn on the latter, at maturity of 
some of the notes, for such part as he was unable to pay, and that the 
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drafts so drawn have passed through plaintiff’s hands, was not sufi- 
cient to charge plaintiff with notice of a similar arrangement. respect- 
ing a note by the same maker to the same payee, which the plaintiff 
had aequired before maturity, without actual notice of any equities 
against it. Bank v. Bank, 815. 


NEW TRIAL, Motion for. 


1. While it is the better practice to assign errors in the charge on a 
motion for a new trial below, it is not necessary. Tillett v. R. R., 987. 


2. Where oue of two joint defendants joined in the exception to a charge 
to the jury and in the appeal, and set out the exception in the state- 
ment of case on appeal, the fact that such defendant did not join in 
the motion for a new trial is immaterial. Jbid. 


3. Where, in an action against the lessor and lessee of a railroad, sued 
jointly and making a common defense through the same .counsel, a 
new trial was granted for an error excepted to by both, and the lessor, 
being advised that it had an additional defense not open to the lessee, 
moved separately for a judgment on the verdict, and the lessee moved 
for a new trial, but the motion for a new trial and the exception to 
its refusal were signed by counsel ‘‘for defendants,” and the appeal 
was taken by both defendants: Held, that the mere inadvertence of 
counsel in entitling the motion for a new trial in behalf of the lessee 
only will not overrule the fact that he signed such motion in behalf 
of both defendants, excepted for its refusal and to the error in the 
charge in behaif of both, and appealed for both. Jbid. 


NOTE OF MARRIED WOMAN. 


1, An action cannot be maintained on a note made by a married woman 
- which does not purport to charge her separate estate nor to be for 
her benefit. Wilcox v. Arnold, T08. 


2. The bare promise of a widow to pay a note executed by her during her 
coverture, and therefore void, is not binding on her. Jbid. 


NOTICE OF DIRECTORS’ MEETING, 


1. To make the proceedings of a meeting of directors of a corporation 
regular, it must be at a stated time provided for in the charter or 
by-laws or held after notice to all of the directors. Bank v. Lumber 
Co., 827. . 

2. The acts of a majority of directors of a corporation held at an unusual 
time and place, without notice to all of the directors, are not valid. 
Ibid. 3 | : 

3. Where it appears that a majority of directors of a corporation met at 
an unusual time and place for holding meetings, and no record of the 
meeting is produced or alleged to exist, one who attempts to show 
that the corporation by the acts of such meeting ratified the unauthor- 
ized act of its agent, must prove that the meeting was regular and 
that all the directors had actual notice thereof. Ibid. 
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NOTICE TO WITHDRAW FROM LEASE. 


Where a lessor under a power contained in the lease gives notice to lessee 
of his intention to cancel the lease and take possession at the end of 
thirty days, for nonpayment of rent, such notice is not an offer which 
may be accepted by the tenant and thus made irrevocable, but the 
lessor may withdraw it and sue for the rent. Warehouse Co. v. Duke, 


202. 


NUDUM PACTUM. 


1. The bare promise of a widow to pay a note esonited by her during 
her coverture, and therefore void, is not binding on her. Wilcox v. 
Arnold, TOS. 

2. A naked promise by a party to an arbitration and award to allow the 
other party an additional credit for an item, if it should prove to 
have been inadvertently omitted by the arbitrators, is without con- 
sideration and hence not binding. Patton v. Garrett, 847. 


OFFICE. 


1. A person cannot be elected to an office that does not exist at the time 
of the election; therefore, | 

2. Where an office was created by an act of the General Assembly passed 
on 8 March but not ratified until 12 March, an election on 9 March 
to fill such office was void. S. v. Meares, 582. 


OFFICE, Vacancy in. 


The General Assembly, by chapter 75, Laws 1895, establishing a criminal 
court with one judge, provided that the General Assembly should 
“elect a person to fill the vacancy in said office which. shall be caused 
by the ratification of this act.” The act was ratified on 23 February, 
1895, but the election of plaintiff to fill the office of judge was not. 
held until 27 February, 1895. The Governor refused the application. 
of the plaintiff for a commission as judge and appointed the defend- 
ant to the office: Held, in an action in the nature of a quo warranto, 
that between the time cf the ratification of the act and the election 
of the plaintiff to fill the office no such vacancy existed as is con~ 
templated in Article IV, section 25, and. Article ITI; section 10, of the 
Constitution. (Avery, J., concurs in the decision of the Court that 
the plaintiff is entitled to the office, but dissents from the conclusion 
that there was ho “vacancy” in the interim between the ratification 
of the act and the election of plaintiff.) Huart v. Jones, 570, 

Senos 


-. 1 


OFFICERS, Managing, of Corporation. . 


1. However broad may be the general power of the manager of a corpora- 
tion to conduct its manufacturing business, it cannot extend to a 
transaction which virtually results in a ' discontinuance of its business. 
Bank v. Lumber Co., 827. : 

2, Where the treasurer and general manager of a corporation engaged in 
the manufacture of furniture had general charge of its business, with. 
power to sell goods, purchase material, borrow money and pay debts,, 
being pressed with demands for the payment of its debts, and threat- 
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ened with attachment proceedings, agreed with certain corporate 


creditors upon the value of the entire stock of furniture and a large 


quantity of lumber belonging to the corporation, and turned it over 
to them to be applied on the company’s debt to them, some of which 
were not due: Held, that such transaction was void as being ultra 
vires. Ibid. 


5. An instruction by the directors of a corporation engaged in the manu- 


facture of furniture, to their general manager, to sell the furniture 
on hand and ‘apply the proceeds to the payment of the debts” in this 
State, was not an authority to him to dispose of the entire stock, 
together with a large quantity of raw material, as a part payment 
on certain debts of the company, some of which were not due. Jbid. 


OPINION, Expressions of, in a Trade. 


1. Expressions of opinion as to the value of the subject-matter of a trade 


do net render the seller liable if they are incorrect, unless both falsely 
and fraudulently made; it is otherwise when the representations are 
statements of facts of which the seller has peculiar means of knowl- 
edge and of which the purchaser is ignorant. Blacknall v. Rowland, 
389. 


2. Where, as the basis of a sale of stock, the seller makes representations 


as to the financial condition of a corporation and the value of the 
stock therein, such representations constitute a warranty of the truth 
thereof, and for a breach thereof the seller is liable to the purchaser. 
bid. 


ORDINANCE, Conflict with General Law. 


A city ordinance covering the same subject as a state law is void. S, v, 


McCoy, 1059. 


PARENT AND CHILD. 


1. A father is entitled to the custody of his children against the claims 


of everyone, except those to whom he may have committed their 
custody and tuition by deed, or unless he is found to be unfitted for 
their care and custody. Latham v. Ellis, 30. 


2. Where the father of an infant upon the death of its mother told the 


grandparents of the child that the latter should always remain with 
them, but subsequently desired the custody of the child, and upon 
refusal brought habeas corpus proceedings, and it appeared that the 
father was of good moral character, industrious and kind, and in 
every way fitted to care for and educate the child. the custody was 
properly awarded to him. /bid. 


PAROL EVIDENCE. 


1. Although, where an agreement has been reduced to writing, parol evi- 


116—48 
rs 


dence is not admissible to contradict, add to or explain it, yet when 
a deed authorized defendant railroad company to take so much of 
the land as was necessary for its railway, ete., parol evidence is admis- 
sible to show that the defendant agreed to pay. In addition to the 
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consideration expressed in the deed, the value of any land taken or 
used in excess of a strip twenty feet wide. Johnson v. R. R., 926. 


2. Of written contract, 875. 
PARTIES. 


1. The person suing for a penalty is the proper party plaintiff and not the 
State, unless the statute so directs. Burrell v. Hughes, 430. 

2. A party suing for several penalties against the same defendant may 
unite several such causes of action in the same complaint, and if they 
exceed $200 in the aggregate the Superior Court will have jurisdic- 
tion. Jbid. 

3. That the principal in an undertaking given in an injunction suit was 
sued without making the sureties parties makes no difference. Craw- 
ford v. Pearson, T18. 

4. A person only interested in the subject-matter of the litigation, but 
whose interest will not be affected by the result, is not entitled as a 
matter of right to intervene in an action; if interested jointly with 
either plaintiff or defendant in the subject of litigation, and the result 
will affect his interests, he may, as a matter of right, intervene. Jones 
v. Asheville, 817. 

5. Where one is entitled, as a matter of right, to intervene in a suit, and 
applies for leave to do so, it is error to proceed with the case until 
the question of such right is determined. J/did. 


PARTIES IN PARI DELICTO. 


Where it appears to a court of Equity.that the parties to a suit are in 
pari delicto in respect to a covinous agreement, the court will not 
interfere to give relief, but will leave the parties to exercise their 
rights as they may be permitted in a court of law. Bank v. Adrian, 
537. 


PARTIAL PAYMENT. 


1. Partial payment on a note arrests the running of the statute of limi- 
tations only when it is made under such circumstances as will war- 
rant the inference that the debtor recognizes the debt as then existing 
and his willingness or, at least, his obligation to pay the balance. 
Battle v. Battle, 161. 

2. Where an assignment for benefit of creditors confers no power on the 
trustee, as agent of the debtor, to do any act to waive the statute, or 
to express a willingness or intention to pay the debt after it becomes 
otherwise barred, a partial payment made by the trustee on a note 
of the debtor will not arrest the running or remove the bar of the 
statute of limitations. Jbdid. 


PARTITION. 


1. Where, in a proceeding for partition, the plaintiff claims to be a tenant 
in common with defendant, and the defendant denies plaintiff’s title 
and alleges sole seizin in himself, the proceeding becomes in effect an 
action of ejectment, and the burden of proof is on the plaintiff to 
establish his title. Huneycutt v. Brooks, 788. 
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2. Plaintiffs, in an action for partition, in which defendant denied plain- 
tiffs’ title and alleged sole seizin in themselves, claimed under the will 
of their father devising the land to his widow during her widowhood 
and then to plaintiffs. It was shown that the widow had died without 
marrying again, but there was no evidence that either she or the’ 
plaintiffs had held possession of the land within 35 or 40 years prior 
to the action: Held, that the evidence did not establish plaintiffs’ title, 
and they were not entitled to recover. Jbid. . 


PARTNERSHIP. 


1. The creditors of a copartnership have no lien upon the partnership 
property as against individual creditors. Armstrong v. Carr, 499. 


2. With the assent of the members of a firm, any one of them is free to 
dispose of the partnership property for his individual use, and a 
creditor cannot intervene to prevent the application. Ibid. 


3. An assignment of partnership property by members of an insolvent firm 
is not rendered fraudulent as to the firm creditors by a clause therein 
preferring, over partnership creditors, debts due to creditors of the 
individual partners. Jbid. 

4. A surviving partner has no right to create or contract new debts bind- 
ing upon the partnership, except to the extent of purchasing new 
material and making new debts so far as may be necessary to work 
up unfinished material and sell the same. Howell v. Mfg. Co., 806. 

5. A surviving partner of a firm, who was also secretary of a company, to 
which the former was indebted, accepted a time draft drawn by him- 
self as secretary of the company, which indorsed it to plaintiff ‘for 
value’ and “to pay a debt and close up an open account.” In a 
similar draft, drawn in renewal of the first, other indebtedness of a 
company to plaintiffs was included, so that the new draft was for a 
larger amount than was due from the firm to a company: Held, that 
the transaction was a valid assignment to plaintiffs of the claim of 
the company against the firm, and plaintiffs are entitled to recover 
of the firm so much of the draft as equaled the amount due from 
the firm to the company. (CLARK, J., dissents, arguendo.) Ibid. 


PASSENGER ON RAILROAD TRAIN. 


A passenger who alights from a moving train at the direction of conductor 
is not, as a matter of law, guilty of contributory negligence when 
there was no appearance of danger within the locality where he 
alighted or in the rate of speed of the train. Watkins v. R. R., 961. © 


PAYMENT, Partial. 


Partial payment by trustee of debtor does not. arrest running of statute © 
of limitations. Battle v. Battle, 161. 


PAYMENTS, Application of. 


1, Where a creditor holds two or more claims against a debtor, the latter 
may direct the application of a payment to either of the debts; if he 
does not do so, the creditor may make the application; if the latter 
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fails to do it, the law will apply it to the debt with the least security. 
Moose v. Barnhardt, 785. 

2. Where a creditor, holding two notes against the defendant, one as ex- 
ecutor and the other as assignee in his individual right (the latter 
without defendant’s knowledge), and in answer to a request for a 
remittance, made on the ground that ‘one of the heirs’ needed it, 
defendant sent a check saying, “I send you this amount to relieve 
the heir in distress”: Held, that the payment should be applied on the 
note held by plaintiff as executor. Jbid. 


PAYMENT OF NOTE BY SURETY. 


1. Payment of a note by a surety, without having it transferred to a 
trustee for his benefit, is a discharge of the debt and an extinguish- 
ment of a lien by which it was secured. Browning v. Porter, 62. 


2. Where Y., a surety on a purchase-money note for a horse, retaining 
title and duly recorded, paid it and did not have it transferred to a 
trustee for his benefit, and the principal debtor, after mortgaging the 
horse to another person, delivered it to V., the mortgagee has a first 
lien and is entitled to possession. Jbid. 


PENALTY. See, also, Sutton v. Phillips, 502. 


1. The person suing for a penalty is the proper party plaintiff, and not 
the State, unless the statute so directs. Burrell v. Hughes, 480. 

2. A party suing for several penalties, against the same defendant, may 
unite several such causes of action in the same complaint, and if they 
exceed $200 in the aggregate the Superior Court will have jurisdic- 
tion. Ibid. 


PERFORMANCE OF AWARD IN PART. 


Where one of the parties to an arbitration executes his bond for the 
amount of an award, as directed by the arbitrators, he is estopped 
to defend an action’ thereon on the ground that he executed it in 
ignorance of a mistake in the award, and of the fact that the award 
was reviewable by a court as to a question of law involved therein. 
Patton v. Garrett, 847. , 


PLEADING, 426. 


1. Under The Code practice, whenever either party to an action, by his 
pleadings, sets up a ground for and prays equitable relief, the court 
will adjust all equities between the parties whatever be the form of 
the action. Parker v. Beasley, 1. 


2. A plea of tender of money due is not available unless secbripanied by 
a payment of the sum tendered into court. Jbid. 

3. Where a receiver is applied for upon the ground that, by reason of 
fraud practised upon the plaintiff by defendants in the purchase of 
goods, and that the title never vested in defendants, it is necessary to 
allege and prove that the goods for which the receiver is applied for 
are identically the same goods so fraudulently obtained. Witz v. 
Gray, 48, 
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4. When the fact of the coverture of a woman appears in the complaint 
or other pleadings in an action on a promise to pay money, she not 
being a free trader, nor having specifically bound her separate estate 
for its payment, a personal judgment rendered therein against her is 
a nullity and will be set aside on motion. Green v. Ballard, 144. 

5. In an action by the holder of bonds of a town to compel the town to 
pay them, an answer merely denying the complaint and setting up as 
a counterclaim, nonuser, failure to build and complete the road and 
other facts which might enable the State to have the charter declared 
forfeited, and praying that the bonds should be delivered up and can- 
celed, does not constitute such a counterclaim or demand for aflfirma- 
tive relief as will prevent the plaintiff from taking a nonsuit upon 
the holding by the judge that the bonds are void. Bank v. Comrs., 3389. 

6. Leave to plead at the trial term of the Superior Court on an appeal 
from a justice of the peace is discretionary with the trial judge. Glenn 
o, Winstead, 451. 

7. While the courts will lend their aid in putting a proper construction 
upon the facts stated where the complaint sets out a cause of action, 
though defectively stated, yet they will not entertain a complaint 
which states no cause of action. Webb v. Hicks, 598. 


8. A complaint which merely states a conclusion of law—that the defend- 
ant is indebted te the plaintiff. and that the debt has not been paid, 
is demurrable both at common law and under The Code. Jbdid. 


9. In an action against one railroad company as lessor of another for in- 
juries sustained by plaintiff, a section hand in the employ of the 
lessee, by reason of the negligence of the section boss of the latter, a 
complaint which alleges the fact of incorporation of both companies, 
the making of the lease, the fact and nature of plaintiff's employment, 
and that in removing a hand-car from the track, in response to the 
orders of his boss, the giving of which at that time was negligence, 
he was struck and injured by a passing train, states a cause of action. 
Logan v. R. R., 940. 


‘PLEADING AND PROOF. 


A recovery cannot be had on the allegation of one cause of action and the 
proof of another for the reason that the defendant, however diligent, 
cannot prepare his defense to meet surprises. Smith v. B. and L. 
Assn., 102. . 


PLEADINGS, Verification of, 22. 


Verification of pleadings by clerks of courts of record of other state, valid, 
pa 


POLICY OF INSURANCE, Assignment of. 


An assignment of a fire policy by a feme covert, without the consent of 
her husband, and to one having no interest in the property, is valid 
when it was assented to by the agent of the insurer, and was not 
procured by false representations or suppression of facts. In such 
case, the defendant is estopped to deny the validity of the assignment 
Blackburn v. Ins. Co., 821. 
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As to Appeals, 


1. 


10. 


11. 


Where it appears from the record on appeal that the only question 
involyed is one relating to the payment of costs, the appeal will be 
dismissed. Futrell v. Deanes, 38. 


. A motion to reinstate an appeal which has been dismissed for failure 


to print the record will not be allowed except for good cause shown. 
Carter v. Long, 46. 


. The fact that an appellant requested the clerk of the court below to ask 


the clerk of this Court to have the record printed and send him the 
bill, which he would pay, but sent no money and concerned himself 
no further about it, will not entitle him to have his appeal, which has 
been dismissed, reinstated. Jdid. 


. Where appellant, after a failure to agree on the case on appeal, does 


not “immediately” request the trial judge to settle the same, but 
delays for several weeks, and in the meantime the judge dies, and no 
excuse is shown for the appellant’s laches, the judgment below will be 
affirmed. Heath v. Lancaster, 69. 


. Where an appellant, having failed without laches on his part to get the 


case on appeal settled, docketed the record proper in this Court in 
apt time at the first term after the trial below, and instead of apply- 
ing for a certiorari agreed with the appellee that the judge should 
settle the case at a subsequent time, and the judge died before the 
case was so settled, a new trial will be allowed the appellant. Parker 
v, Coggins, 71. 


. In such ease, the only alternative would be the withdrawal by the 


appellant of his case on appeal, or, by the appellee, of his countercase, 
and the hearing of the appeal on the remaining case, as was done 
respectively in Drake v. Connelly, 107 N. C., 468, and in Ridley v. 
R. R., 116 N. C., 923. Ibid. 


. In such case, it was not laches in the appellant to fail to print the 


record, since the appeal could not have been heard without the case 
settled, unless the appellee had given proper notice to the appellant 
that he would withdraw his countercase and have the appeal heard 
on appellant’s ease. Ibid. 


. Where a motion is made to docket and dismiss an appeal, under Rule 


17, for failure of the appellant to docket the same, the excuses for 
such failure should then be made. Mortgage Co. v. Long, T7. 


. In the absence of a request from or agreement with the appellee that 


an appeal should not be docketed, the fact that negotiations were 
pending for a compromise is no good excuse for appellant’s failure to 
docket the appeal, and a motion to reinstate will not be allowed. Jbid. 


Where an application for leave to apply to the trial judge to amend the 
case on appeal by including evidence alleged to have been omitted 
therefrom, merely states the belief that the judge will make the 
amendment, but does not set out the grounds for such belief, the 
application will be denied unless it appears that the omission was 
made by mistake or inadvertence. Riggan v. Sledge, 87. 


In such application it is usual to append the letter of the judge showing 
his willingness to amend the case on appeal. Ibid. 
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12. A suggestion that an appellant believes that the trial judge will amend 


13. 


14. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


| d) 
ho 


the case on appeal is not sufficient to justify a continuance, in order 
. that a letter may be procured from the judge, especially when appel- 
lant has had ample time to procure it. Jbid. 


Where, upon an appeal being taken from a judgment, an entry was 
made upon the docket allowing time to file bond and prepare case on 
appeal, and it was understood between the two attorneys for the 
appellant that one of them should attend to the matter, and he neg- 
lected on account of sickness to file the bond and prepare and serve 
the case on appeal: Held, that no grounds exist for a certiorari. 
Boyer v. Garner, 125. 

The giving of an appeal bond is no part of the duties of an attorney ; 
if the attorney assumes the duty he does so as agent of the appellant, 
who is answerable for the negligence of his attorney. Jbdid. 


. An agreement between the counsel for a party that one of them should 


perform duties incumbent upon them both equally is a matter personal 
between them, and a failure to discharge the assigned duty is negli- 
gence in both for which their client is answerable. Jbid. 


Where nothing is involved except costs, an appeal will not be granted. 
Elliot v. Tyson, 184. 

Where the court below affirmed on appeal a judgment of the clerk in 
a proceeding before the latter to set aside a special proceeding for the 
sale of land, and an appeal was taken from said judgment of affirm- 
ance, but was not perfected, a subsequent motion to divide the action 
was properly overruled, the matters involved being res judicata. 
Langston v. Weil, 205. 

Under Rules 10 and 12, this Court will, by consent of parties, receive 
printed argument, without regard to the number of the case on the 
docket or date of docketing the appeal, and in a cause directly in- 
volving a matter of great public interest, will assign an earlier place 
on the calendar or fix a day for its hearing. Farthing v. Carring- 
ton, B15. 

A motion to dismiss an action for want of jurisdiction or because the 
complaint does not state a cause of action is not such a demurrer 
ore tenus as will permit an appeal from its refusal. Burrell v. 
Hughes, 480. 

An appeal does not lie (being premature) from an order directing the 
examination of directors of a corporation, under the provisions of 580 
et scqg. of The Code, in an action by a stockholder against the cor- 
poration, or from a refusal to discharge such order. Holt v. Ware- 
house Co., 480. ? 


. The printing of a record on appeal, as required by Rule 30, requires no 


legal skill, and hence, the negligence of counsel is no excuse for the 
failure to print; and where an appeal has been dismissed for such 
failure, a motion to reinstate will not be allowed. Dunn v. Under- 
wood, 525. 


. An appellant must show error affirmatively, and where he does not do 


so, and the record is insufficient to determine whether or not error 
was committed by the trial judge, the judgment below will be af- 
firmed. McCrimmon v. Parish, 614. 
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23. Where an appeal, after being on the docket for two terms, was dis- 
missed, when reached in its order at the third term, for want of 
prosecution, it will not be reinstated on appellant’s affidavit that his 
attorney was sick, it not appearing that the appellant made any 
inquiry of his attorney regarding the appeal or sought to get other 
counsel to prosecute it. Martin v. Chambers, 678. 


24, Where there is a variance between the record proper and the statement 
of the case on appeal, the former governs. Threadgill v. Comrs., 616. 


25. The refusal of a new trial, upon the ground that the verdict is against 
the weight of the evidence, is not reviewable on appeal. Alpha Mills 
uv. Engine Co., T97. 

26: Where, on appeal, the case and countercase were filed in time, but the 
trial judge died before settling the case, the appellant, instead of a 
new trial being granted, may withdraw his ease and have the appeal 
tried on the countercase. Ridley v. R. R., 928. 

27. Where appellee failed to serve his countercase within five days, as re- 
quired by chapter 161. Acts 1889, but the appellant’s counsel tele- 
graphed that he would accept service on his return home, which he 
did, the telegram was an estoppel on appellant, for, but for the tele- 
gram, the appellee might have served the counterease within the 
statutory time by leaving a copy at the residence or office of appelant 
or his counsel. Watkins v. R. R., 961. 

As to Ancillary Remedics. 


To entitle a party to an ancillary remedy, he must show that he is entitled 
to the main relief demanded in the complaint. Wits v. Gray, 48. 


As to Alimony, 


In proceedings under section 1292 of The Code it is the province and duty 
of the judge to determine what is a reasonable subsistence for the 
wife, either by hearing testimony himself or by reference to a referee 
to ascertain the facts as to the income of the husband, ete. Cram v. 
Cram, 288. 

As to Appraisal of Homestead, 

1. Upon an appeal from an appraisal of homestead and personal property 
exemptions, under the provisions of chapter 347, Acts 1885 (amenda- 
tory of section 519 of The Code), the valuation, as determined by the 
verdict of the jury, is final, and the commissioners appointed by the 
court to set apart the exemption in accordance with the verdict must 
be guided by that valuation. Shoaf v. Frost, 675. 

2. Upon an appeal from the appraisal of homestead and personal property 
exemptions, and the assessment of the value thereof by a jury, the 
commissioners to set apart the exemptions in accordance with the 
yerdict must be appointed by the court and summoned by the sheriff. 
LTbid. 

As to Certiorari. 

1. Where an appellant in apt time docketed the record proper and applied 
for a certiorari, the case on appeal not having been settled by the 
trial judge, though case and countercase had been duly served, and 
in the meanwhile the judge died, a new trial will be ordered. Taylor 
v. Simmons, 70. 


726 


INDEX. 


erent 


PRACTICE—Continued. 


2. Where an appellant neglected to docket his appeal or apply for a 
certiorari at the next term of this Court after the cause was deter- 
mined in the court below, the writ will not be granted. Causey v. 
Snow, 497. 

8. Where the affidavit in an application for a certiorari showed that the 
word “not” was omitted in an important part of the testimony, and 
was accompanied by a telegram from the trial judge to the same 
effect, and expressing his readiness to supply the omission, the writ 
will be granted. Sherrill v. Tel. Co., 654. . 

As to Controversy Without Action. 

Where, under section 567 of The Code, a controversy is submitted which 
involves matters cof great public concern and which is supported by an 
affidavit that a real case exists, and that the controversy is submitted 
in good faith to determine the rights of the parties, this Court will, 
upon appeal, determine the question of law thus raised, although the 
statement of facts is not full enough to render a judgment command- 
ing or prohibiting a thing to be done. (Avery and CLARK, JJ., dis- 
senting.) Farthing v. Currington, 515. 

As to Depositions. 

1. Exceptions made, on e trial, to depositions which had been offered on 
two former trials without objection. and to which depositions no 
objection was made either at the time of taking or opening them, 
were properly overruled. Bank v. Burgiwyn, 122. 

2, In the taking of a deposition, interrogatories are not required to be 
in writing, and when there is nothing to indicate that the deposition 
does not contain the whole of the deponent’s testimony, or that it 
was not written down at the time and in the presence of the witness, 
a motion to quash should be refused. Bank v. Bank, 815. 

As to Haceptions. 

1. Exceptions to the findings of fact by the trial judge, after the adjourn- 
ment of the court for the term, will not be entertained. Electric Light 
Co. v. Electric Light Co., 112. 

. This Court will not consider the objection that there was no evidence, 
or not sufficient evidence, to submit certain issues to the jury, unless 
the point was raised before such issues were submitted. A OTN v. 
Strickland, 185. 

. In cases where this Court has the right to review the findings of fact 
by the court below, it may find the facts if they have not been found 
below. Pearce v. Elwell, 595. 

4. An exception to the charge to the jury, if Hate for the first time in the © 
statement of case on appeal, is in time. Blackburn v. Ins, Co., 821. 

5. Where defendant in a criminal action made no exception to the evidence 
or instructions to the jury, but after conviction and refusal of motion 
for new trial “excepted,” without specifying anything to which he 
excepted, the judgment will be affirmed when no error appears on the 
record. S. v. Page, 1016. 

As to Injunctions. 

1. Under chapter 251, Acts 1893, it is no longer necessary to allege want 
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of probable cause in proceedings to recover damages against plaintiff 
in attachment suits. Crawford v. Pearson, 718. 


2. It is not necessary, under the provisions of section 341 of The Code, 
that a separate action shall be brought on an injunction bond for 
damages sustained, but that such damages shall be ascertained by 
proceedings in the same action. Ibid. 

3. That the principal in an undertaking, given in an injunction suit, was 
sued without making the sureties parties makes no difference. Jbid. 


4, Before a motion to assess damages sustained by the wrongful suing out 
of an injunction can be allowed, there must be a final determination 
of the action. Jbid. 

. A court of Equity will not interpose by injunction to prevent a sale of 
complainant’s real estate under execution against another, since the 
question of title to real estate is one to be determined at law, and the 
owner can there make his defenses. Bostic v. Young, 766. 

As to Inspection of Books, ete., Under Section 580 of The Code. 

1. In an action by a stockholder of a corporation to set aside as fraudu- 
lent an assignment of a contract by the corporation, the directors may, 
under section 580 et seq. of The Code, be compelled to disclose infor- 

- mation to enable plaintiff to frame his complaint, even though their 
evidence may result in pecuniary injury. Hall v. Warehouse Co., 480. 


2. In an action by a stockholder of a corporation to set aside as fraudulent 
an assignment by the corporation of a contract, the plaintiff is en- 
titled, under section 580 et seq. cf The Code, to inspect the books of 
the corporation in order to obtain information upon which to frame 
his complaint. Jbid. 

3. An appeal does not lie (being premature) from an order directing the 
examination of directors of a corporation under the provisions of 580 
et seq. of The Code, in an action by a stockholder against the corpora- 
tion, or from a refusal to discharge such order. Jbid. 


As to Parties. 

1. There is no misjoinder of causes of action where, in a suit by a clerk 
of a Superior Court against his predecessor to recover the funds of 
the office, the complaint alleges separate and distinct causes of action 
for the benefit of separate and distinct persons or classes of persons. 
Peebles v. Boone, 58. 

2. The person suing for a penalty is the proper party plaintiff, and not the 
State, unless the statute so directs. Burrell v. Hughes, 480. 

8. Where plaintiff’s property was insured in several insurance companies, 
the contract with each containing the provision that plaintiff’s right 
of recovery against each should be limited to the proportion of the 
loss which the amount of the policy issued by each company bore to 
the total amount of insurance, it was no misjoinder, but. essentially 
proper, that all the companies should be made parties defendant in 
one and the same action to recover for the destruction of such prop- 
erty by fire. Pretzfelder v. Ins. Co., 491. | 

4, In such case the verdict “affects all parties to the action,’ and the 

joinder is permissible under section 267 of The Code. Ibid. 

5. A person only interested in the subject-matter of the litigation, but 
whose interest will not be affected by the result, is not entitled as a 
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matter of right to intervene in an action; if interested jointly with 
either plaintiff or defendant in the subject of litigation, and the result 
will affect his interests, he may, as a matter of right, intervene. Jones 
v. Asheville, 817. 

6. Where one is entitled, as a matter of right, to intervene in a suit, and 
applies for leave to do so, it is error to proceed with the case until 
the question of such right is determined. Jbid. 


As to Pleading. 


1. Under The Code practice, whenever either -party to an action, by his 
pleadings, sets up a ground for and prays equitable relief, the court 
will adjust all equities between the parties whatever be the form of 
the action. Parker v. Beasley, 1. 


. A variance between the allegation and proof, which is immaterial and 
does not mislead the defendant, will be disregarded. Bank v. Burg- 
wyn, 122. | 

3. A discrepancy between a summons and a complaint, in respeet to the 

title of the action, is not a material defect, and an amendment is per- . 
missible. Burrell v. Hughes, 4380. 

4. Leave to plead at the trial term of the Superior Court on an appeal 

from a justice of the peace is discretionary with the trial judge. 

_ Forbes v. McGuire, 449. 


5. Where, in an appeal from a justice’s judgment, the defendant’s motion 
to quash the proceedings was denied, and the trial judge adjudged 
that “the matter could be better determined upon the trial de novo 
upon the original appeal, when the evidence and facts should be before 
the court”: Held, that such adjudication was simply a continuance 
of the whole matter to the next term of the Superior Court, and did 
not give defendant, who had not before pleaded, the right to plead 
to the jurisdiction. did, 


6. On the hearing of defendant’s appeal from a justice’s judgment, the 
defendant not having entered any defense or made any plea in the 
justice’s court, and no error appearing on the record, it was not error 
to deny defendant’s motion to dismiss or to allow him to plead the 
want of jurisdiction of the justice. Ibid. 


7. An amended pleading does not exclude a party from the benefit of 
allegations in the original pleading. Threadgill v. Comrs., 616. 


As to Reference. 


Where this Court remanded a cause with an order that the referee modify 
his report in certain particulars so as to conform to the rulings of 
this Court on appeal, the duties of the referee were simply those of 
an accountant instructed to alter and modify the account already 
‘stated, and not to open the account and take additional testimony, 
and hence, it was not necessary for the referee to give notice to the 
parties of the time and place, when and where he would make the 
corrections ordered to be made. Gay v. Grant, 98. 


As to Removal of Causes. 
1. An application for removal of a cause from a State to a Federal court 


on the ground of local prejudice, must be made to the Federal, and 
not the State court. Williams v. Telephone Co., 558. 
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2, Where the ground for removal of a cause from the State to the Federal 
court is diversity of citizenship. the application must be made to the 
State court, and at the term at which the answer should be filed, 
otherwise the right to removal is forfeited. Hence, where the answer 
should have been filed at April Term of a court, which adjourned a 
week earlier than the time allowed by law. and an answer filed on 
15 June following was treated as if filed in time, an application to 
remove, made at the time of actually filing the answer, was too late. 
LTbid. | g 

As to Supplementary Proceedings. 

1. The assignee of a judgment debtor may be examined in supplementary 
proceedings to ascertain what sum, if any, remains in his hands due 
and belonging to the judgment debtor after discharging the trusts, 
and as to his administration of the trust generally. Bruce v. Crab- 
tree, 528. 

2. An order for the examination of a person in supplementary proceedings 
is interlocutory and not final, and no appeal lies from it. Jhbid. 


3. The findings of fact by a trial court in supplementary proceedings are 
final, and cannot be reviewed on appeal unless upon an exception that 
there was no evidence to support them or one or more of them. Hins- 
dale vu. Underwood, 598. 

4. A general appearance by the defendant before the clerk in supple- 
mentary proceedings waives all defects in the service of the notice 
to appear. Jhid, 

As to Trial. 

1. When the defendant. in the trial of an action for the recovery of land, 
sets up no claim for betterments made or taxes paid, and judgment 
is rendered against him for possession and damages for detention, his 
petition (under section 473 of The Code) to be allowed betterments, 
ete., must be made before the judgment is executed. Boyer v. Gar- 
ner, 125. | ; 

2, It is sufficient if the issues submitted on the trial of an action embrace 
the substantial contention of the parties in such manner as not to 
deprive either party of the benefit of a substantial right. Alpha Mills 
v. Engine Co., T97. . 

3. Where, in the trial on an action for false warranty. a dispute exists as 
to when the plaintiff first knew of the fraud, the question as to 
whether the action is barred by the statute of limitations is one of 
fact for the jury. Ibid. 

4, Where goods were held in a railroad company’s warehouse, at owner's 
risk, and for his convenience, the company was no longer liable as a 
common carrier but only for want of ordinary care as a warehouse- 
man, and the owner of the goods, in an action for the value of the 
same, should be required to prove negligence as a part of. his case. 
Young v. R. R., 982. 

_ A trial judge is not required to submit a case to the jury unless there 
is something more than a scintilla of evidence upon which a jury can 
properly proceed to find a verdict for the party introducing it upon 
whom the burden of proof lies. Ibid. 
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6. 


In an action against a railroad company to recover goods burned in its 
warehouse, evidence that a night telegraph operator, who had an 
office in a room adjoining the warehouse, and slept therein, was in- 
temperate in his habits and was drunk on the night of the fire, does 
not justify a verdict for the plaintiff. Jbid. 


7. Although, if requested to put his charge in writing, the entire charge 


of the judge should be in writing, yet this does not forbid any and all 
oral expressions from the presiding judge; hence, where, by an expres- 
sion to the jury, the defendant in the trial of an indictment got the 
benefit of a prayer for instructions, the defendant cannot complain 
that it was not put in writing. S. v. Crowell, 1052. 


Miscellaneous, 


1. 


An amendment of a judgment made by a judge after the last session 
of a court, in his room at a hotel, without the consent, and in the 
absence of the opposing counsel, is invalid. Hinton v. Ins. Co., 22. 


. A conditional judgment is invalid: and therefore, where a judgment 


permitted a defendant to verify his answer upon the condition that, 
if the ruling of the court giving judgment for plaintiff for want of a 
properly verified answer should be sustained, the defendant would 
submit to a judgment for a certain amount, the Judgment is vitiated 
by the condition. Jbid, 


. Fragmentary appeals are not allowed; and hence, when, in an action 


on an insurance policy, the court declined to permit defendant to 
verify its answer unless it would submit to a judgment for a certain 
amount, and the condition was accepted, and judgment rendered for 
such amount without prejudice to the right of the plaintiff to claim a 
further sum, as to which the cause was continued: Held, that the 
judgment being only a partial one, an appeal does not lie. Jbid. 


. Where the statement and prayer of a complaint clearly and with cer- 


tainty fix the amount to which plaintiff is entitled to judgment, and 
this Court, on appeal, decides that the plaintiff is entitled to recover 
the amount demanded in the complaint, and, upon the case being 
certified to the court below, a judgment following the words of the 
prayer of the complaint was rendered, it will not be disturbed. Car- 
ter v. Long, 44. 


. While a new trial cannot be granted by a justice of the peace, a rehear- 


ing may be allowed in certain cases mentioned in section 845 of The 
Code. Salmon v. McLean, 209. 


. Where a defendant obtains a change of venue under section 192 of The 


Code, in order to promote ‘‘the convenience of witnesses and the ends 
of justice,” and fails to docket a transcript at the next ensuing term 
of court for the county to which it is removed, the order of removal 
may be stricken out at the next term of Ene: court which granted it. 
Cline v. Mfg. Co., 837. 


. Where a railroad company, seeking to condemn land for its right of 


way, has given ample bond to cover any damages resulting from its 
wrongful entry upon the land, an injunction will not issue to restrain 
such company from entering upon the land before the appraisal of 
damages and the payment thereof into court. R. R. v. Lumber Co., 
924. 
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PREMEDITATION. 


1. In the trial of one charged with murder in the first degree, it is not 
essential that the prosecution, in order to show prima facie premedita- 
tion and deliberation on the part of the prisoner, should offer evidence 
tending to prove a preconceived purpose to kill, formed at a time 
anterior to the meeting when it was carried into execution. S. v. 
McCormae, 1038. 

2. In order to warrant the trial judge in submitting to the jury the ques- 

' tion of defendant’s guilt, in a trial for murder in the first degree, it 
must have appeared in some aspect of the evidence that the defendant 
deliberately determined to kill the PHeonEE before inflicting the 
mortal wound. Jbdid. 

3. If the purpose to kill has been deliberately formed, the interval which 
elapses before its execution is immaterial. Ibid. 


PRESIDENT OF SENATE, Signature of to Bill, 223, 271 
PRESIDING OFFICERS. 


Courts cannot go behind signatures of presiding officers attached to act 
of ere Assembly to inquire into regularity of passage. Carr v 
Coke, ; Wyatt v. Mfg. Co., 271. 


PRESUMPTI ON. 


1. Where the vesting of an absolute estate depended upon the payment 
of certain debts by the devisee, and, in the trial of an issue whether 
all such debts had been paid, a note was produced, signed by him, 
uncanceled,-and found among the effects of another decedent: Held, 
that the production of such note raised the presumption that the note 
had not been- paid, and, in such case, it is immaterial when the statute 
of limitations began to run. Johnson v. Gooch, 64. 


The fact that, in the trial of an action, A. was shown to have been 
elerk of a court at a certain date does not create a presumption that 
he was such clerk several years prior to that date. Jarvis v. Vander- 
ford, 147. 

3. Where a donor acknowledges the execution of a deed for the purpose 

of registration, and it is accordingly registered, a delivery is pre- 

sumed, and only clear proof will warrant a court in holding the pre- 
sumption to be rebutted; and the subsequent acts or declarations of 
the grantor, to the effect that a delivery was not intended, are inad- 

missible to rebut such presumption. Helms v. Austin, 751. 


4, The presumption of the delivery of a voluntary deed by a father to his 
wife and children (in which he reserves a life estate), arising from 
the fact of registry, is not rebutted by the fact that the grantor re- 
tained possession of the deed and of the land, which he listed for 
taxation, and by an indorsement made on the back of the deed by 
the probate judge for the grantor, that “the cause of my giving my 
lands to my family by deed as well as by will is in order to give the 
courses and distances of the same.” TJ/bid. 
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PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. 
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iD 


bent | 


10. 


A husband who, with the wife’s consent, acts as the general manager 
of her store, has no applied authority to execute in her name a note 
in payment for goods previously purchased. Witz v. Gray, 48. 


A city, acting within the purview of its delegated authority, is not 
responsible for the acts of its agents done in the exercise of its judi- 
cial, discretionary, or legislative powers; but where the city is acting 
in its ministerial capacity, and in the exercise of powers conferred 
for its own benefit and assumed voluntarily, it is answerable for the 
torts of its agents, provided they are acting within the scope of their 
agency and of the municipal authority. Love v. Raleigh, 296. 


. If an act complained of lies wholly outside of the general or special 


powers of a municipal corporation, the corporation is not liable in 
damages for such act, whether it was done by its express command 
or not. Jbid. 


. A city, not having the express power to provide for a display of fire- 


works, is not answerable in damages for the negligence of its agents 
in conducting such a display ordered by it. Jbid. 


. In the trial of an action against a corporation for damages for persona! 


injuries sustained by the plaintiff through the negligence of defend- 
ant’s servant, evidence of an admission by defendant’s general man- 
ager, made after the injury occurred, that the person who caused the 
injury was a servant of the defendant, is inadmissible. Williams v. 
Telephone Co., 558. 


. While the general rule is that the holder of negotiable paper is pre- 


sumed to be the owner, and that the burden is on the defendants to 
show the contrary by a preponderance of evidence, yet where an 
agent of a principal is furnished with money to buy, and does buy, 
up claims against the latter, it is his duty, if he asserts a right to the 
claims, to show, by a preponderance of testimony, that the claims 
are his. Threadgill v. Comrs., 616. 


. Where a person, as agent of another, contracts to sell an engine of a 


certain kind, and knowingly delivers an inferior one, the purchaser 
may retain the engine and sue both principal and agent for damages. 
Alpha Mills v. Engine Co., 797, 


. An agent authorized to sell is authorized to make a warranty. Ibid. 
. Where it was admitted that B. sold an engine to plaintiff and in an 


action against B. and W. for damages, on false warranty, the jury 
find on a distinct issue that B. was W.’s agent in the transaction, the 
refusal to submit an issue as to whether or not there was a sale by 
W. was not error. Jbid. 


Where a grantee accepts and acts under a deed, availing himself of its 
benefits, he cannot be heard to say that the person who negotiated 
for the land and procured the execution of the deed was not its agent 
to make an agreement as to the compensation to be paid the grantor. 
Johnson v. R. R., 926. 


PROBABLE CAUSE. 


1. 


Under chapter 251, Acts 1893, it is no longer necessary to allege want 
of probable cause in proceedings to recover damages against plaintiff 
in attachment suits. Crawford v. Pearson, 718. 
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2. The discharge of a person arrested on a warrant by a justice of the 
peace, for want of sufficient proof, casts the burden of showing prob- 
able cause for his arrest upon the person who instigated the criminal 
proceeding. Smith v. B. and L. Assn., 73. ; 

3. Where, in the trial of an action for malicious prosecution, it appeared. 
that the defendant had, in good faith, consulted a lawyer in good 
standing, whe, upon a frank and full statement of the alleged facts. 
by one conversant with them, advised the prosecution, whereupon the 
defendant, without personal malice, caused the plaintiff to be arrested, 
it was error in the trial judge to instruct the jury that such circum- 
stances constituted probable cause. The instruction should have been 
that such circumstances did not rebut the prima facie case of plaintiff, 
but should only be considered by the jury as evidence to rebut the 
implication of malice. Jbid. | 

4, That a prosecution for forgery was instituted upon the advice of coun- 
sel is only evidence to rebut the presumption of malice, and it should 
be left to the jury to find whether malice, which might be inferred 
from want of probable cause, has been rebutted by the other evidence.. 
Thurber v. B. and L. Assn., 75. 


PROBATE. 


Where he is not excluded under the provisions of section 590 of The Code, 
the mortgagee in a chattel mortgage is competent, as a subscribing 
witness thereto, to prove its execution for admission to probate, inas- 
much as section 1851 of The Code removes the disqualification form- 
erly attaching to witnesses having an interest. Clurk v. Hodge, T61. — 


PROCESS, Service of. 


Where infant defendants are served with a summons in proceedings for 
the partition of land, and a guardian ad litem is appointed, a judg: 
ment aftirming the sale cannot be set aside in a collateral proceeding 
for alleged fraud or irregularity. Smith v. Gray, 311. 


PUBLIC CONCERN, Maiters of. 


Under Rules 10 and 12, this Court will, by consent of parties, receive 
printed argument, without regard to the number of the case on the 
docket or date of docketing the appeal, and, in a cause directly in- 
volving a matter of great public interest. will assign an earlier place 
on the calendar or fix a day for its hearing. Farthing v. Carring- 
ton, 315, | 


PUBLIC OFFICERS. 


1. Publie officers are responsible to the people for acts of omission as: 
well as commission. S. v. Hatch, 10038. 

2, Section 1090 of The Code creates two distinct offenses—one, the willful 
omission, neglect, or refusal to discharge the duties of an office, which 
is punishable by fine and imprisonment: the other, the willful and 
corrupt action of an officer, by omission or commission, contrary to 
his oath of office. which is punishable by removal from office and by 
fine and imprisonment. Jbid. 
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3. To convict an officer of willful omission, neglect, or refusal to discharge - 
his duty, a corrupt. intent need not be known. Ibid. 


4. The sale by county commissioners of county property, at a grossly 
inadequate price, and for less than could have been obtained by 
reasonable effort, and without opportunity for competition, is evidence 
of omission of duty under section 1090 of The Code. Jbid. 

5. Honesty and good intent are not a full defense against an indictment 
for neglect of duty, if there is evidence of willful carelessness in the 
discharge of official duty, resulting in injury to the public. bid. 


PURCHASE FOR VALUE AND WITHOUT NOTICE. 


The fact that the maker of certain notes, by an arrangement with payee, 
had at different times drawn on the latter, at maturity of some of 
the notes, for such part as he was unable to pay, and that the drafts 
so drawn had passed through plaintiff’s hands, was not sufficient to 
charge plaintiff with notice of a similar arrangement respecting a 
note by the same maker to the same payee, which the plaintiff had 
acquired before maturity, without actual notice of any equities against 
it. Bank v. Bank, 815. (See, also, Bank v. Oxuford, 339.) 


QUI TAM ACTIONS. 


1. Former adjudication by the courts, immemorial usage and considera- 
tions of public policy, justify the allowance of qui tam actions in the 
absence of clear and express prohibition thereof by the Constitution. 
(FarrcLoTH, C. J., and Avery, J., dissent.) Sutton v. Phillips, 502. 


2. Sections 3841 and 38842 of The Code, providing that private parties 
may recover penalties of any person selling and delivering provisions 
by unauthorized weights and measures, are not in conflict with section 

5, Article IX of the Constitution, which provides that the net proceeds 
of all penalties, ete., shall go to the school fund. (FaircnorsH, C. J., 
and Avery, J., dissent.) Jbid. 


RATIFICATION. 


The bare promise of a widow to pay a note executed by her during her 
coverture, and therefore void, is not binding on her. Wilcox v. 
Arnold, 708. — 


RATIFICATION BY MINORS, 


_ Where infants, after reaching their majority, with knowledge of the facts 
rendering the sale of their land voidable for irregularity, receive the 
residue of the purchase price, they ratify the sale. Smith v. Gray, 311. 


RATIFICATION OF ACTS OF GENERAL. ASSEMBLY. 


When it appears that a bill has been duly signed by the presiding officers 
of the two Houses of the General Assembly. declaring it to have been 
read three times in each House, the courts cannot go behind such 
ratification to inquire whether it was fraudulently or erroneously 
enrolled before it had been passed after the requisite readings by 
each House, although the J ournals do not:show that it was so passed. 
Carr v. Coke, 223, 3 i 
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RECEIVER, Application for. 


1. To entitle a party to an ancillary remedy he must show that he is 
entitled to the main relief demanded in the complaint. Witz v. 
Gray, 48. 

. Where a receiver is applied for upon the ground that, by reason of 
fraud practised upon the plaintiff by defendants in the purchase of 
goods, and that the title never vested in defendants, it is necessary 
to allege and prove that the goods for which the receiver is applied 
for are identically the same goods so fraudulently obtained. Jbid. | 


o. Where, in an application for a receiver, the complaint and affidavit 
alleged that defendant debtor and other defendants named, all of 
whom were insolvent, had combined to defraud the plaintiffs out of 
their claims against the debtor, and none of the defendants, except 
the debtor, denied the allegations, and the court appointed a receiver 
for the debtor, but refused as to the other defendants: Held, that 
such refusal was error. Pearce v. Hlwell, 595. 


RECEIVER OF RAILROAD, Service of Summons on.. 


1. A return of service of a summons, which was made on a local agent of 
2 railroad company in the hands of receivers, and which recited that 
it was served by delivering a copy to a person named “agent of the 
defendant company,” may be amended by striking out the word “com- 
pany.” Grady v. R. R., 952. ; 

2. Service of a summons upon the receivers of a corporation is service 
upon the corporation itself as fully as if made upon the president and 
superintendent. Jbid. 

3. A service of a summons upon the local agent of the receivers of a 
corporation has the same legal effect as if made upen the receivers 
personally. Jbid. 


REFERENCE. 


1. Where, in an.action for an accounting against the assignee of an in- 
solvent’s estate, a reference is made to ascertain the condition of the 
estate and the conduet of the business by the assignee, ‘the parities 
are entitled from the referee to a statement of all the items of the 
account between them in order that either may, if he thinks proper, 
except to any particular item. Sharpe v. Eliason, 665. 

2. Where a refe ee, in such action, stated in kis report that certain prop- 
erty which had been sold belonged to the assigned estate, and had 
been duly accounted for by the assignee: Held, that such report was 
too uneertain, in that it failed to state how much was realized from 
the sale and how it had been accounted for. Jbid. 


REFEREE’S REPORT. 


Where this Court remanded a cause, with an order that the referee 
modify his report in certain particulars so as to conform to the 
rulings of this Court on appeal, the duties of the referee were simply 
those of an accountant instructed to alter and modify the account 
already stated, and not to open the account and take additional testi- 
mony, and hence, it was not necessary for the referee to give notice 
to the parties of the time and place, when and where he would make 
the corrections ordered to be made. Gay v. Grant, 93. 
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REFORMATION OF DEED. 


Although the clerk of the Superior Court cannot, in an action for partition, 
reform the deed under which the plaintiff claims, the Superior Court 
may grant such relief when the proceeding is transferred or gces to 
it by appeal. Helms v. Austin, 751. 


REGISTRATION OF DEEDS. 


1. Under chapter 147, Acts 1885 (“‘Connor’s Act”), which provides that ne 
conveyance of land shall be valid, as against creditors and purchasers 
for value, but from its registration thereof, a deed of trust is of no 
validity whatever as against a judgment creditor unless registered. 
Bostic v. Young, T66. 


. Under chapter 147, Acts 1885 (“Connor’s Act’), which provides that 
no conveyance of land shall be valid against innocent ‘purchasers for 
a valuable consideration from the donor, bargainor, or lessor, ete, a 
sheriff's deed for land duly registered takes precedence of a similar 
deed which, though dated first and made in pursuance of a prior sale, 
was registered later. Hooker v. Nichols, 157. 


. “Connor’s Act,” chapter 147, Acts 1885, providing that no Spunenases 
from .a bargainor or lessor shall pass title as against an unregistered 
deed executed before 1 December, 1885, of which the purchaser has 
notice, applies to a purchase at sale under execution. Cowen v. 
Withrow, T71. 


4, “Connor’s Act,” chapter 147, Acts 1885, which was ratified 27 January, 
1885. provided that an unregistered deed should not be good against 
_a subsequent but prior registered deed; it also provided. that the act 
should not, until 1 January, 1886, apply to deeds executed before the 

. ratification of the act, and that an unregistered deed should be good 
as against an after purchaser taking with notice thereof, and ex- 
pressly repealed section 1245 of The Code, which requires registration 

- of deeds within two years from their date: Held, that, by implication, 
section 1245 of The Code was continued in force until 1 January, 
1886, so as to authorize the registration of deeds, until then, of deeds 
previously executed. (CLARK and Montcomery, JJ., dissent.) Jbid. 
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REGISTRATION OF DEED PRESUMES DELIVERY. 


1. Where a donor acknowledges the execution of a deed for the purpose 
of registration, and it is accordingly registered, a delivery is pre- 
sumed, and only clear proof will warrant a court in holding the pre- 
sumption to be rebutted; and the subsequent acts or declarations of 
the grantor, to the effect that a delivery was not intended, are inad- | 
missible to rebut such presumption. Helms v. Austin, 751. 


2. The presumption of the delivery of a voluntary deed by a father to 
his wife and children (in which he reserves a life estate), arising 
from the fact of registry, is not rebutted by the fact that the grantor 
retained possession of the deed and of the land, which he listed for 
taxation, and by an indorsement, made on the back of the deed by 
the probate judge for the grantor, that “the cause of my giving my 
lands to my family by deed as well as by will is in order to give the | 
courses and distance of the same.” Jbid. 
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REHEARING. 


While a new trial cannot be granted by a justice of the peace, a rehearing 
may be allowed in certain cases mentioned in section 845 of The Code. 
Salmon v. McLean, 209. | 


REMOVAL OF CAUSES. » 


1. An application for removal of a cause from a State to a Federal court, 
on the ground of local prejudice, must be made to the Federal, and 
not to the State court. Williams v. Telephone Co., 558. 


2. Where the ground for removal of a cause from the State to the Federal 
court is diversity of citizenship, the application must be made to the 
State court and at the term at which the answer should be filed; 
otherwise the right to removal is forfeited. Hence, where the answer 
should have been filed at April Term of a court, which adjourned a 
week earlier than the time allowed by law, and an answer filed on 
15 June following was treated as if filed in time, an application to 
remove, made at the time of actual filing of the answer, was too late. 
Ibid. 


RES JUDICATA, 265. 


Where, in an action by T. against Mrs. H. to recover certain bonds alleged 
to have been fraudulently transferred to her by a judgment debtor 
of T., it was adjudged that the judgment debtor was not the owner 
of the bonds, and T. afterwards brought suit against a receiver (who 
had been previously appointed to collect the judgment debt) for 
negligence and failure to collect: Held, that the receiver, not being 
a party to the suit first mentioned, the adjudication in that action 
does not bar the action by T. against the receiver. Turner v. Rosen- 
thal, 487. ' . 


RESIDENCE, of Corporation. 


A domestic corporation has no residence within the meaning of section 
192 of The Code, and an action may therefore be brought against it 
by a nonresident plaintiff in any county, subject to the power of the 
eourt to change the venue. Cline v. Mfg. Cc., 887. 


SALE AND DELIVERY. 


Where an ordinance of a town prohibited the sale of fresh meats within 
certain limits, without a license, and the defendant, who conducted 
the business of a seller of fresh meats outside of such limits, received 
a telephone message from a person within such limits to bring to the 
latter fresh meat of a certain kind at an agreed price, and subse- 
quently delivered and received pay for the same: Held, that, as the 
buyer would have the right to reject the meats if not such as ordered, 
the transaction was executory until the delivery of the meats, and 
the sale, therefore, took place within the prohibited limits, and was a 
violation of the town ordinance. S. v. Wernwag, 1061. | 


SALE, Void. 


A sale of the premises on which a distillery is located, under a.decree of 
the Circuit Court of the United States, in a proceeding in rem for a 
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forfeiture incurred under the provisions of section 3281, U. 8S. Revised 
Statutes, does not pass the title of a mortgagee, without whose knowl- 
edge or connivance the illicit distillery was maintained. Glenn v. 
Winstead, 451. 7 


SALE OF LAND. 


1. The statute of frauds (section 1554 of The Code) only requires that a 
contract for the sale of land ghall be in writing, signed by “the party 
to be charged therewith,” and does not render void a contract that 
contains a defective description merely. Imp. Co. v. Guthrie, 381. 


2. A contract concerning the sale of land, if signed by the vendor only, 

binds him but not the vendee. Ibid. 

If, under a parol contract for the sale of land, the vendor repudiates 
the sale, the vendee may recover back the money paid by pun under 
the contract. bid. 

4. A parol contract for the sale of land is not void except at the instance 
of the party who is allowed to plead, and does plead, the statute of 
frauds; and neither party who repudiates it can take any advantage 
or benefit under it. Ibid. | | 

Where the vendee in a parol contract for the sale of land repudiates the 
same, he cannot recover money which he has paid thereunder to the 
vendor, who is able and willing to perform his contract. Jbid. 


. Where the vendee, in a contract for the sale of land, repudiates the 
same, after demand by the vendee for a compliance therewith, and. 
thereafter the vendor disposes of the land, the vendee cannot, in an 
action brought more than twelve months after his refusal to comply, 
recover money paid by him under such contract to the vendor. Jbid. 


we 


Or 


ae 
we 


SALE OF LAND FOR ASSETS. 


1. Where, in 1865, license was granted to administrators to sell all the 
land of their intestate described in the petition to create assets for 
the payment of debts, under the provisions of section 44, chapter 46, 
Revised Code, and the terms of sale were set out in the order and at 
a subsequent term of the court, in a decree confirming the sale of 
certain of the lands made in pursuance of the original order, the 
administrators were granted “leave to dispose of” another traet which 
had been described in the petition and covered by the original order 
of sale: Held, that the last order related back to the original order 
for the terms of sale, and a sale made thereunder was valid. Sledge 
v, Hlliott, 712. 

2. Such subsequent order which authorized the sale, “if, in the settlement 
of the estate, it should be found necessary,” is not void as being a 
canditional judgment or as attempting to confer judicial powers upon 
the administrators. Jbdid. 

8. The statute authorizing the sale of the lands of a decedent is in dero- 
gation of the common law, and hence, the courts will not deny to an 
administrator the discretion of selling less land than is ordered to be 
sold if necessity should not arise for such sale; and conversely, the 
administrator will be allowed to continue to sell lands embraced in 
the license so long as the necessity to raise assets exists. Ibid. 
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4. After the lapse of thirty years, the recital in a deed that the sale under 
which it was made was authorized by a decree of court entered in a 
cause of which the records of the petition and order, but not of the 
decree of confirmation, are existent, will be presumed to be true. Ibid. 


5. It was not essential to the validity of a decree in a proceeding to sell 
Jand for assets, under the Revised Code, that it should be signed. 
Ibid. 


SALE OF PERSONAL PROPERTY. 


1. Where a person, as agent of another, contracts to sell an engine of a 
certain kind, and knowingly delivers an inferior one, the purchaser 
may retain the engine and sue both principal and agent for damages. 
Alpha Mills v. Engine Co., T97. 

2. Where it was admitted that B. sold an engine to plaintiff, and in an 
action against B. and W. for damages, on false warranty, the jury 
find on a distinct issue that B. was W.’s agent in the transaction, the 
refusal to submit an issue as to whether or not there was a sale by 
W. was not error. Ibid. 

3. A plaintiff, in an action for false warranty in the sale of an engine, is 
entitled only to damages naturally arising from the fraud, and not 
to interest on his payments nor to amounts paid for insurance. Ibid. 


SALE OF CONSIGNMENT. 


1. When a consignor gives a peremptory order for the saie of goods con- 
signed it becomes the factor’s duty to sell at once, exercising due 
eare and prudence, and if he cannot sell at any price, he should report 
that fact and ask for instructions. Spruill v. Davenport, 34. 

2. A factor or broker receiving express instructions must conform strictly 
thereto, and if loss result from his disobedience, he is responsible to 
his principal in damages. Jbid. 


SCHEDULE OF DEBTS. 


Under the act regulating assignments for benefit of creditors (chapter 
453, Laws 1893), the failure of the assignor to file the schedule of 
preferred debts, as required in said act, renders the deed of assign- 
ment void as to attacking creditors. Bank v. Gilmer, 684. 


SECRET ASSAULT. 


1. An assault cannot be said to have been made in a secret manner except 
when the perscn assaulted was unconscious of the presence as well 
as of the purpose of his adversary. S. v. Gunter, 1068. 


2. Where, in a trial of an indictment for a secret assault .under the 
statute (chapter 82, Laws 1887), it appeared that the prosecutor, 
after being ordered from defendant’s premises, saw the defendant 
come out and, by pointing, direct his wife’s attention to a certain 
place near by from which prosecutor inferred that it was defendant’s _ 
intention to go there and shoot him, and that, thereupon, prosecutor 
went home, returned with his gun, and searched for defendant who, 
before prosecutor discovered his whereabouts, shot at and wounded 
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SECRET ASSAULT—Continued. 


the prosecutor, who recognized defendant by the flash of the gun: 
Held, that the assault was not made “in a secret manner” within the | 
meaning of the statute. (CLtark, J., dissents, arguendo.) Ibid. . 


SEAL OF CORPORATION, 


The common seal of a corporation being affixed to an instrument is prima 
facie evidence that it was affixed by competent authority, and hence, 
it is not incumbent upon one claiming personal property under a 
mortgage by a corporation to show that its execution was duly au- 
thorized. Clark v. Hodge, 761. 


SEALS OF COURTS OF RECORD OF FOREIGN STATE. 


Courts take judicial notice of the seals of the courts of another state for 
the purpose of determining the validity of a verification of a plead- 
ing, just as they do of the seals of foreign courts of Admiraity and 
Notaries Public. Hinton v. Ins. Co., 22. 


SENTENCE. 


1. Chapter 248, Laws 1885, providing that one convicted of seduction 
under promise of marriage “shall be fined or imprisoned,” at the dis- 
cretion of the court, does not authorize the imposition of both fine 
and imprisonment. S. v. Crowell, 1052. . 

2. The fact that a sentence both of fine and imprisonment was imposed, 
when only one was authorized, does not entitle defendant to a new 
trial. but the case will be remanded for proper sentence. Ibid. 


SEPARATE ESTATE. 


.1. A judgment cannot be recovered against a feme covert on a note alleged 
to have been executed by her, unless the complaint names and de- 
seribes separate estate belonging to her chargeable with oS debts. 
Wite v. Gray, 48. 

2. An action cannot be maintained on a note made by a married woman 
which does not purport to charge her ever estate nor to be for 
her benefit. Wileor v. Arnold, TOS. 


SHARES OF STOCK. See, also, Capital Stock. 
Difference between “Capital Stock” of a corporation and “Shares of 
Stock” therein, discussed. Comrs. v. Tobacco Co., 441. 
SHERIFF'S RETURN, Amendment of. 


The court may permit the sheriff to amend his return so as to make it 
speak the truth, and the amendment when made relates back to the 
original return. Grady v. R. R., 952. 
SIGNING DECREE. | 


It was not necessary to the validity of a decree for sale of land for assets, 
under Revised Code, that it should be signed. Sledge v. Elliott, 712. 
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1. Words written or spoken before or after those which form the basis | 
of an action of indictment for slander, are admissible to show the 
animus of the defendant, also the mode and extent of their repetition. 

. S. v. Mills, 1051. 

2. On trial for slander of a woman, after the defendant, as a witness, had 
admitted the innocence of the prosecutrix, and had undertaken to 
justify the words spoken on the ground that he had only repeated a 
rumor, without wrong motive, an affidavit made by him, at a prior 
term of court, to secure a continuance on the ground of the absence 
of a witness by whom he expected to prove the unchastity of the 
prosecutrix, was properly admitted. bid. 


SLANDER OF TITLE. 


Where, in an action for slander of plaintiff’s title, it was alleged that the 
defendant had, by misrepresentations as to his title, prevented the 
carrying out of a written contract for the sale of the land between 
plaintiff and another, parol evidence as to the contents of such writ- 
ing was admissible, such contract being collateral to the gravamen of 
the charge and material only as to the measure of damaece Carden 
Vv. McConnell, 875. 


SLANDEROUS WORDS. 


Words spoken to a person or in his presence which, from the rest of the 
conversation as a whole, amount to a charge of a crime to the appre- 
hension of the person hearing them, are slanderous and defamatory, 
although they do not, in terms, charge the crime. Webster v. Sharpe, 
466. 


SPECIAL VERDICT. 


The State may appeal from the entry by a court of a verdict of ‘‘not 
guilty” on the facts found by a jury in their special verdict. S. v. 
Robinson, 1047. 


SPECULATIVE PROFITS. 


Cannot be recovered in an action for breach of contract. Imp. Co. v. 
Guthrie, 381. 


STATUTES. 


1. When it. appears that a bill has been duly signed by the presiding 
officers of the two Houses of the General Assembly, declaring it to 
have been read three times in each House, the courts cannot go behind 
such ratification to inquire whether it was fraudulently or erroneously 
enrolled before it had been passed after the requisite reading by each 
House, although the Journals do not show that it was so passed. Carr 
v. Coke, 2238. 

2. The courts will not declare a statute unconstitutional unless it plainly 
and clearly appears that the General Assembly has exceeded its 
powers. If any doubt exists, it will be resolved in favor of the lawful 
exercise of their powers by the representatives of the people. Sutton 
v. Phillips, 502. 
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STATUTE, Clerical Error, 


Where there is no doubt as to the identity of the person named in the 
act, an act of the Legislature is not invalid because, by clerical error, 
the initial letter of his middle name is incorrectly a therein. 
Henderson v. Dowd, T95. 


STATUTE, Constitution of. 


A heading or title arranged by the compilers for a chapter or section of 
The Code in no way affects the construction of the language of the 
statute itself. Cram v. Cram, 288. 


STATUTE OF FRAUDS. 


The statute of frauds (section 1554 of The Code) only requires that a 
contract for the sale of land shall be in writing, signed by “the party 
to be charged therewith,” and does not render void a contract that 
contains a defective description merely. Imp. Co. v. Guthrie, 381. 


SUBROGATION. 


Where land is held in trust for the payment of a debt, a third person, who 
is compelled by law to pay it, is subrogated to the rights of the credi- 
tor, and may collect the amount so paid from the land. Holden v. 
Strickland, 185. | 


SUMMONS. 


1. The court may permit the sheriff to amend his return so as to make 
it speak the truth, and the amendment when made relates back to the 
original return. Grady v. R. R., 952. 

2, A return of service of a summons which was made on a local agent of 
a railroad company in the hands of receivers, and which recited that 
it was served by delivering a copy to a person named “agent of the 
defendant company,” may be amended by striking out the word 
“company.” Ibid. . 

8. Service of a summons upon the receivers of a corporation is service 
upon the corporation itself as fully as if made upon the president and 
superintendent. Jbid. 


SUMMONS, When Issued. 


A summons is issued when it passes from the hands of the clerk for the 
purpose of being delivered to the sheriff for service; it is not issued 
when filled up and signed and held for a prosecution bond to be given. 
Webster v. Sharpe, 466. 


SUPERIOR COURT CLERK. 


1. The right of a clerk of the Superior Court to bring an action against 
his predecessor on the latter’s official bond, to recover the records, 
moneys, ete., in his hands, does not rest on any injury done to the 
plaintiff, but on the ground that the law (section 81 of The Code) 
requires that each successive clerk shall receive from his predecessor 
all the records, moneys, and property of his office. Peetles v. 


Boone, 57. 
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2. Section 1883 of The Code is not repugnant to the provisions of section 
81, but only gives an additional remedy for the benefit of individuals 
who have cause of complaint against an unfaithful clerk of the 
Superior Court. bid. 


3. A person duly elected clerk of the Superior Court by the people needs 
no order from any person or authority to demand from his predecessor 
the property of al! kinds belonging to the office, nor is it. necessary 
for a retiring Superior Court clerk to’be ordered to pay over to his 
successor, whether elected or appointed, the funds, ete., of the office. 
Ibid. ; 


4, There is no misjcinder of causes of action where, in a suit by a cierk 
of a Superior Court against his predecessor to recover the funds of 
the office, the complaint alleges separate and distinct causes of action 
for the benefit of separate and distinct persons or classes of persons. 
Ibid. 


. The right of action which the plaintiff in a judgment has against a 
clerk of the Superior Court for not properly indexing ,the judgment 
is assignable. Redmond v. Staton, 140. 


6. The simple assignment of a judgment does not carry with it the right 
of action which the plaintiff has against a clerk of the Superior Court 
for failure to properly index it. Jbdid. 


7. Where R. bought from F. a judgment which the clerk of the Superior 
Court had failed to properly index, and by reason of such negligence 
lost a lien upon land, and it did not appear that in taking an assign- 
ment of the judgment, R. contracted with F. for anything but the 
judgment: Held, that R. acquired only the right to enforce the judg- 

ment and to enjoy its fruits, and not the right, which F. had, to sue 
the clerk for his failure to properly index it. Jbid. 


| 


SUPPLEMENTAL PROCEEDINGS. 


1. The assignee of a judgment debtor may be examined in supplementary 
proceedings to ascertain what sum, if any, remains in his hands due 
and belonging to the judgment debtor after discharging the trust, and 
as to his administration of the trust generally. Bruce v. Crabtree, 
528. 

2. An order for the examination of a person in supplementary proceedings 
is interlocutory and not final, and no appeal lies from it. Ibid. 

3. The findings of fact by a trial court in supplemental proceedings are 
final and cannot be reviewed on appeal, unless upon an exception that 
there was no evidence to support them or one or more of them. Ains- 
dale v. Underwood, 593. 

4, A general appearance by the defendant before the clerk in supplemental 
proceedings waives all defects in the service of the notice to appear. 
Ibid. 


SURETY. 


Payment of costs by a surety, without having it transferred to a trustee, 
discharges the debt and extinguishes lien given by principal to secure 
it. Browning v. Porter, 62. 
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SURETY ON PROSECUTION BOND. 


1. A surety on plaintiff’s prosecution bond is liable only for “such costs 
as defendant shall recover of” the plaintiff in the action, and is not 
liable for any part of the plaintiff’s costs. Smith v. Arthur, 871. 


2. Where the plaintiff in an action obtained judgment against the defend- 
ant for a certain amount and costs, but execution was stayed and the 
action retained until a counterclaim raised by the defendant could be 
disposed of, and a compromise of such counterclaim was agreed upon 
between the parties whereby plaintiff's judgment was reduced and 
he consented to pay costs: Held, that such agreement was not binding 
on the surety on the prosecution bond, and he is not liable for any 
of the costs of the action. Ibid. 


3. Though a surety cn 4 prosecution bond is not a party to the action, yet, 
when he is made a party to a proceeding to tax the costs in a case, 
he may appeal from the order allowing the motion to retax. Ibid. 


SURETIES ON ADMINISTRATION BOND. 


In an equitable action for the settlement of the estate of a deceased 
administrator and to satisfy a judgment obtained in another State 
against his personal representatives and the sureties on his bond, 
such sureties may intervene and receive credit for what they have 
paid on the judgment, remaining liable to plaintiffs for any balance 
due on the judgment in excess of what may be realized in the present 
action. Moore v. Smith, 667. 


SURVEY. 


The general rule is that the calls in a grant or deed control in locating the 
land conveyed thereby, subject to the exception that where a natural 
object or monument is called for, and it is susceptible of location, such 
natural object or monument, when located, will control the course and 
distance; but such calls must be both reasonable and certain. Brown 
v. House, 859. 


SURVIVORSHIP. 


1. A verbal agreement between two parties owning a note, payable to them. 
jointly, that upon the death of either without issue it shall belong to 
the survivor, is valid. Taylor v. Smith, 581. 

2. The statute, The Code, section 1326, abolishing survivorship in estates 
held in joint tenancy, does not prohibit contracts making the rights 
of the parties dependent on survivorship. Ibid. 


TAXATION. 


1. It is within the legislative power of taxation, in respect to corporations, 
to levy any two or more of the following taxes simultaneously: (1) on 
the franchise (including corporate dividends); (2) on the capital 
stock; (3) on the tangible property of the corporation, and (4) on the 
shares of the capital stock-in the hands of the stockholders. The tax 
on the two subjects last named is imperative. Comrs. v. Tobacco Co., 
441, 

2. “Capital stock” is a distinet ‘subject. of taxation from “shares of capital 
stock,” the former representing the entire property, business, good- 
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will, etc., of the corporation, and belongs to it, while the latter belong 
to the individual stockholders and are taxable ad valorem like other 
property. Jbid. 

3. The imposition upon a corporation of a tax on its “capital stock,” in 
addition to a requirement that it shall list for taxation and pay the 
taxes assessed on the shares of its stockholders, does not make “double 
taxation.” Jbid. 

4. It is competent for the Legislature to tax the whole of the capital stock 
of a corporation, although, to the extent of the value of its real and 
personal property (which must be taxed), it is double taxation, but, 
under section 39 of chapter 296, Acts 1898, providing for the taxation 
of the capital stock of corporations, such double taxation is avoided 
by taxing only the value of the capital stock in excess of the value 
of its real and personal property listed for taxation in this State. 
Ibid. | 

5. Where the value of the capital stock of a corporation was agreed to be 
equal to the aggregate value of its real and personal property in this 
and another state, the proper method of determining the “capital 
stock” required to be listed under section 89, chapter 296, Laws 1893, 
is to deduct from such agreed value the value of the real and personal 
property listed for taxation in this State only, and not the value of 
that located in the foreign states. Ibid. 


TAX COLLECTOR, 


1. While the general rule is that the holder of negotiable paper is pre- 
sumed to be the owner, and that the burden is on the defendants to 
show the contrary by a preponderance of evidence, yet where an 
agent of a principal is furnished with money to buy, and does buy, 
up claims against the latter, it is his duty, if he asserts a right to 
the claims, to show, by a preponderance of testimony that the claims 
are his. Threadgill v. Comrs., 616. . 

2. Where a tax collector of a county, having, by authority of the county, 
received coupons of county bonds in payment of taxes, brought suit 
against the county to recover on coupons of the same kind which he 
claimed to own, it was improper on the trial to instruct the jury that 
the possession of the coupons raised a presumption of his ownership. 
Ibid. 

8. Sueh erroneous instruction was not cured by a subsequent charge that 
the fact of the plaintiff’s having received the coupons as tax collector 
raised a suspicion which it was his duty to rebut by further evidence 
that he acquired them bona fide. Ibid. 


TELEGRAM. 


Oral evidence of the contents of a telegram was properly excluded when 
the only evidence of its loss or destruction was the statement of the 
operator that he had “searched for it but could not find it”; that 
“some original telegrams are destroyed and some sent to headquar- 
ters’; and that no search had been made at headquarters for the 
missing one. Blair v. Brown, 631. 
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TELEGRAPH COMPANIES. 


1. Where a telegraph company has a continuous line between two points 
in this State, the fact that, in transmitting it, it sent the message 
over the lines of another company does not excuse its violation of the 
rate prescribed by the.railroad commissioners for the transmission 
of a message sent over the lines of one company. JLeavell v. Tele- 
graph Co., 211. 


2. It is the duty of a telegraph company to have sufficient facilities to 
transact all the business offered to it for all points at which it has 
offices, since it is not a mere private duty but a public duty which its 
franchise authorizes it to perform. Jbid. 


3. A contract whereby a telegraph company gives to a railroad company | 
a preference of business over its line to the exclusion of others is an 
illegal discrimination, and cannot excuse the telegraph company for 
using the line of another company in the transmission of a message 
between two points in this State between which it has a continuous 
line. Ibid. 


4, Where plaintiff, in an action against a telegraph company for failure 
to deliver a message, shows that defendant received it and failed. to 
deliver it, he has established a prima facie case, and it devolves upon 
the defendant to show excuse for such failure. Sherrill v. Telegraph 
Co., 655. 


5. Where, in an action aoainet a telegraph company for failure to deliver 
a message, the plaintiff establishes a prima facie case, the question of 
negligence is for the jury, and an instruction that “upon all the evi- 
dence, if believed, plaintiff is not entitled to recover,” is an expression 
of opinion by the court upon the weight of the evidence, in ‘Violation 
of. The Code, section 418. Jbid. 


6. In the trial of an action against a telegraph company for failure to 
deliver a message, an instruction that if the defendant made proper 
inquiries as to the whereabouts of the person to whom the message 
was addressed, from persons of wide acquaintance in the neighbor- 
hood, and, upon information so received, delivered the message to a 
person of the same name, it had used reasonable diligence, was 
erroneous, inasmuch as it left out of consideration when and after 
how much delay the inquiries were made. TJbid. 


7. Where, in the trial of an action for damages for failure to deliver a 
telegraphic message, it appeared that the message on its face asked 
for an answer, and money was paid for a special delivery, it was 
negligence in the receiving agent, when he found difficulty in deliver- 
ing it, not to wire the sending office for a better address and not to 
notify the sender immediately upon the nondelivery of the message. 
Ibid. 


8. A telegraph company cannot, by contract, restrict its. liability for mis- 
take or delay in the delivery of a message. Jbid. 
9, Where the nature of a telegraphic message appears on its face, and the 
| telegraph company fails, through negligence, to deliver it. the party 
injured by its nondelivery can recover damages for the mental anguish 
caused thereby. Jbid.. 
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TENDER OF MONEY DUE. 


1. A plea of tender of money due is not available unless accompanied by 
a payment of the sum tendered into court. Parker v. Beasley, 1. 


2. The unaccepted tender of the amount due on a debt secured by a mort- 

gage on land and the costs. does not*discharge the lien of the mort- 

-. gage unless the tender be kept good and the money be paid into court. 

Its only effect is to stop interest and costs accruing after the tender. 

(CLARK, J., dissents arguendo, in which MoNnTGOMERY. J., concurs.) 
LToid. 


TERM OF COURT, Running Special into Regular Term. 


Where a trial began on Wednesday of the last week of a special term, and 
the jury had not agreed upon a verdict on Saturday night, it was not 
improper for the trial judge to open and conduct the regular term 
on Monday following, and to continue the special term into that week 
for the purpose of receiving the verdict of the jury, since the rights 
of the parties were not prejudiced thereby. Bank v. Gilmer, 684. — 


“TRADE,” Meaning of. 


The word “trade,” when used in defining the power to tax, includes any 
employment or business for gain or profit. S. v. Werth, 1007. 


TRANSACTIONS WITH DECEASED PERSON. 


Testimony that a witness carried supplies to a decedent during her sick- 
ness is not such evidence of a conversation or transaction as to make 
the witness incompetent under The Code, section. 590. Cowan v. 
Layburn, 526. | 


TRESPASS, Action for. 


1. In the trial of an action for trespass on land, where plaintiff claimed 
title under a deed and defendants denied that the grantors thereof 
were the true owners, the jury, under an instruction that plaintiff 
must first establish title to the land described in the complaint, and 
then prove its location before he could recover, found that plaintiff’s 
title was valid; that the location of the land had not been proved to 
their satisfaction: that defendants had not trespassed thereon, and 
that plaintiff had suffered no damage: Held, that, under the charge, 
these findings and the judgment thereon were not inconsistent or 
contradictory, and plaintiff cannot complain of such judgment. inas- 
much as his failure to recover was thereby placed on the ground of 


a failure to locate the land and not on the ground of any defect in | 


his deed. Pearson v. Crawford, T56. 

2, While the failure of the defendant in an action in trespass, in ejectment 
or guare clausum fregit does not deprive him of the benefit of proving 
a better title to a part of the land in dispute in himself, or out of the 
plaintiff, yet he must submit to a judgment declaratory of the right 
of his adversary to the land as.to which the plaintiff has been com- 
pelled to show title and prove the trespass. Moore v. Angel, 843. 

3. Where, in an action in trespass, the defendant failed to disclaim title 
to all the land declared for by plaintiff, but recovered according to 
the boundaries set up in his answer, with a greater amount for dam- 
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1 


ages on his counterclaim than was allowed plaintiff, plaintiff is 
nevertheless entitled to costs. Jbid. 


TRIAL. 


1. Where the vesting of an. absolute estate depended upon the payment 
of certain debts by the devisee, and, in the trial of an issue whether 
all such debts had been paid, a note was produced, signed by him, 
uncanceled, and found among the effects of another decedent: Held, 
that the production of such note raised the presumption that the note 
had not been paid, and, in such ease, it is immaterial when the statute 
of limitations began to run. Johnson v. Gooch, 64. 


2, Where, in the trial of an action for malicious prosecution, it appeared 
that the defendant had in good faith consulted a lawyer of good 
standing, who, upon a frank and full statement of the alleged facts 
by one conversant with them, advised the prosecution. whereupon the 
defendant, without personal malice, caused the plaintiff to be arrested, 
it was error in the trial judge to instruct the jury that such circum- 
stances constituted probable cause. The instructions should have been 
that such circumstances did not rebut the prima facie case of plain-. 
tiff, but should only be considered by the jury as evidence to rebut the 
implication of malice. Smith v. B. and L. Assn., 73. 


3. Where, in an action for the possession of land sold under mortgage 
and bought by the mortgagee, the defense was that the mortgage was 
void for the reason that its execution by the owner was procured 
through the fraud and deceit of her husband, it was not error to 
refuse to charge that if the defendant was ignorant of the contents 
of the mortgage, and was induced to sign the same by the fraud and 
deceit of her husband, then the said mortgage was void, for such 
instruction omits any reference to the participation in such alleged - 
fraud by the mortgagee. Riggan v. Sledge, 87. 

4, Exceptions made, on a trial, to depositions which had been offered on 
two former trials without objection, and to which depositions no 
objection was made either at the time of taking or opening them, 

were properly overruled. Bank v. Burgwyn, 122. 

5. A variance between the allegation and proof, which is immaterial and 

does not mislead the defendant, will be disregarded. Jbid. 


6. Where, in an action on notes by the purchaser. from the payee, the 
plaintiff admitted the allegation of defendant’s answer that the notes 
were obtained by the fraudulent representations of the payees, the 
burden was thrown upon plaintiff to show that he was a bona fide 
purebaser for value and without notice of the fraudulent representa- 
tions of payee; but having offered testimony to that effect, the burden 
was again shifted and the prima facie case of plaintiff restored. 
Where, in such case, the defendant offered no sufficient testimony to 
establish knowledge on the part of the plaintiff, at the time of the 
purchase of the note, of the alleged fraud of the payee, it was proper 
for the trial judge to instruct the jury, if they believed plaintiff’s | 
testimony, to find their verdict accordingly. Bank v. Burgwyn, 122. 

7. Where, in the trial of an. action, a plaintiff is not entitled to recover 
in any view of the evidence, whether admitted or excluded, the exclu- 
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sion of evidence is not error of ‘which plaintiff can complain. Love: 
v. Raleigh, 296. 

8. In the trial of an action against a corporation for damages for personal’ 
injuries sustained by the plaintiff through the negligence of. defend- 
ant’s servant, evidence of an admission by defendant’s general man- 
ager, made after the injury occurred, that the person who caused the 
injury was a servant of the defendant, is inadmissible. Williams v. 
Telephone Co., 558. | 

9. If two witnesses testify to the same state of facts, but the evidence of 
one is competent and the other is not, the party against whom the 
evidence is given is entitled to a new trial because the court cannot. 
-know which witness the jury believed. Jbid. 


10. Where a tax collector of a county, having, by authority of the county,. 
received coupons of county bonds in payment of taxes, brought suit 
against the county to recover on coupons of the same kind which he- 

claimed to own, it was improper on the trial to instruct the jury that 
the possession of the coupons raised a presumption of his ownership. 
Threadgill v. Comrs., 616, . 

11. Such erroneous instruction was not cured by a subsequent charge that 
the fact of the plaintiff’s having received the coupons as tax collector 
raised a suspicion which it was his duty to rebut by further evidence 
that he acquired them Bona fide. TJbid. 

12. Where, in a charge reciting that certain facts. raised a suspicion as to- 
plaintiff's (a tax collector's) ownership of coupons, the trial Judge 
added the statement that “plaintiff claims to have rebutted such 
suspicion by showing when and from whom he got some of them, and 
that he owed none of the taxes for the years he received the coupons”: 
Held, that such addition to the charge was erroneous, as invading the 
province of the jury, it being equivalent to saying that “plaintiff has. 
shown you when and from whom he got the coupons, and claims that 
this rebuts the suspicion.” bid. 

18. Where, in the trial of an action to recover land, the plaintiff introduced 
as a part of his chain of title a grant from the State containing certain. 
calls, differing in some respects from a deed under which he claimed 
title and which covered the locus in quo, he is not precluded from 
introducing the latter deed. by reason of such variations in the calls. 
Campbell v. Morrison, 629. 

14. Where, in the trial of an actien to recover land, the plaintiff meroaneed 
a deed covering the locus in quo, the calls of which deed differed from 
those of a grant previously introduced which did not cover the land 
in controversy, and defendant’s evidence tended to show that plain- 
tiff’s deed originally corresponded with the grant and also to establish 
adverse possession by the defendant, it was error to charge that, if a 
certain point on the plat exhibited in evidence was the corner of 
plaintiff's grant, the plaintiff had located his grant, for such charge 

did not take into account the location of the grant and deeds, the 
question as to the alleged alteration of the calls in the deed, the loca- 

tion of defendant’s deed, and the question of defendant’s actual pos- 
session of the locus in quo. Ibid. 

15. ‘Where plaintiff, in an action against a telegraph company for failure 
to deliver a message, shows that defendant received it and failed to 
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deliver it, he has established a prima facie case, and it devolves upon 
the defendant to show excuse for. such failure. Sherrill v. Tet. Co., 
655. 


16. Where, in an action against a ‘eiéotapy: company for failure to deliver 


a message, the plaintiff establishes a prima facie case, the question of 
negligence is for the jury, and an instruction that “upon all the evi- 
dence, if believed, plaintiff is not entitled to recover,” is an expression 
of opinion by the court upon the weight of the euigence, in violation 
of section 413 of The Code. Ibid. 


‘17. In a trial of an action against a ‘telegraph company for failure to 


deliver a message, an instruction that if the defendant made proper 
inquiries as to the whereabouts of the peyson to whom the message 
was addressed, from persons of wide acquaintance in the neighbor- 
hood, and, upon infermation so received, delivered the message to a 
person of the same hame, it had used reasonable diligence, was 
erroneous, inasmuch as it left out of consideration when and after 
how much delay the inquiries were made. Jbid. 


18. In an action by a creditor of an insolvent corporation against a stock- 


holder thereof, to recover the amount of his unpaid subscription, a 
judgment rendered on the report of a referee in an action to set aside 
an assignment by the corporation, together with the findings. of the 
referee that such stockholder, after subscribing for a certain amount 
of stock and paying in one-half of his subscription, had been allowed 
to draw out, after the assignment, all he had paid in, was competent 
evidence against such stockholder, although he was not a party to 
the action in which such judgment was rendered. A armon v. Hunt, 
678. | 


19. One who has not objected to the admission in evidence of a referee’s 


report in a former action, to which he was not a party, cannot com- 
plain on appeal that the admission of such evidence was an error. 
Ibid. 


20. Where, in an action by the creditors of an insolvent éeoention against 


the stockholder thereof to recover the amount of his unpaid subscrip- 
tion, such stockholder admitted that he had subscribed and had not 
paid his subscription to the capital stock, and introduced no further 
evidenee, it was proper to direct a verdict to be rendered against 


him. Jbid. 


21. In the trial of an action for ‘espaee on land, where plaintiff claimed . 


~116—50 


title under a deed and defendants denied that the grantors thereof 
were the true owners, the jury, “under an instruction that plaintiff 
must first establish title to the land described in the complaint, and 
then prove its location before he could recover, found that plaintiff's 

title was valid; that the location of the land had not been proved to 
their satisfaction; that defendants had not trespassed thereon, and 
that plaintiff had suffered no damage: Held, that, under the charge, 
these findings and the judgment thereon were not inconsistent or con- 
tradictory, and plaintiff cannot complain of such judgment, inasmuch 
as his failure to recover was thereby placed on the ground of a failure 
to locate the land, and not on the eveund: a ae cee in his deed. 


Pearson v. Crawford, T56. 
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22. 


23. 


ji, 


Where the ground of a motion to dismiss an action for want of service 
upon the defendant was that the person upon whom service of the 
Summons was made was not the agent of defendant, and the jury, in 
the trial of the action, found an issue establishing such agency, the 
refusal of the motion to dismiss by the trial judge who, at the 
time it was made passed on the fact, cannot be excepted to on appeal. 
Alpha Mills v. Engine Co., T9T. 

Where, in the trial of an action for false warranty, a dispute exists 
as to when the plaintiff first knew of the fraud, the question as to 
whether the action is barred by the statute of limitations is one of 
fact for the jury. . Jbid. 


A plaintiff in an agtion for false warranty in the sale of an engine is 


entitled only to damages naturally arising from the fraud, and not to 
interest on his payments nor to amounts paid for insurance. Jbid. 


. The trial judge has authority to order the consolidation of several 


actions brought on concurrent policies of insurance on the same -prop- 
erty. Blackburn v. Ins. Companies, 821. 


. Where, in an action on fire insurance policies, the defense was that the 


- property had been: fraudulently burned by the insured, it was error 
to charge that such burning must be proved beyond a reasonable 
“doubt; only a preponderance of testimony is required. Ibid. 


. An exception to the charge to the jury, if made for the first time in the 
statement of case on appeal, is in time. Ibid. 
. A trial judge is not required to submit a case to the jury unless there 


is something more than a scintilla of evidence upon which a jury can 


- properly proceed to find a verdict for the party introducing it, upon 


whom the burden of proof lies. Young v. R. R., 982. 


. Where, in the trial of an indictment for selling spirituous liquors on 


Sunday without prescription of a physician and not for medical pur- 
poses (The Code, section 1117) ), the evidence was that the prose- 
cuting witness drank four bottles of brandy peaches sold by the de- 
 fendant and became drunk thereby, it was for the jury to determine 
whether the liquor Was spirituous and intoxicating. S. v. Scotti, 1012. 


_In a trial for larceny it appeared that defendant, while away from 


home, received the property. consisting of a pocketbook containing 
money, bank certificates, and a check payable to the prosecuting wit- 
ness, from his wife, who found it. defendant not having been present 
when it was found. The day after he returned home defendant wrote 
to the bank which issued the certificate for the name of the owner. 
There was some delay in returning the property, caused by a feeling 
engendered by correspondence with the owner, to whom defendant 
explained the whole matter, and by defendant’s demand for a re- 
ward: Held, error to submit the case to the jury. S. v. Arkle, 1017. 
Jn the trial of one charged with murder in the first degree, if is not 
essential that the prosecutien, in order to show prima facie premedi- 
tation and deliberation on the part of the prisoner. should offer evi- 


_denee tending to prove 2 preconceived purpose to kill, formed at a 


bs 


time anterior to the meeting when it was carried into execution. S. 
uv. MceCormac, 1088. 

In order to warrant the trial jee in submitting to the jury the ques- 
tion of defendant’s guilt, in a trial for murder in the first degree, it 
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must have appeared in some aspect of the evidence that the defendant 
deliberately determined to kill the prisoner before inflicting the mortal 
wound. Ibid. 

30. In a prosecution for murder in the first degree, it jaadaned that the 
defendant had gone to the house of deceased in the evening, armed; 
had, in conversation with deceased, shown two pistols; had remained 

_ until two o’clock, when the deceased was shot. That there was no 
quarrel immediately before the shooting: That when he fired he 
said, “I guess that will do you,” laid one of his pistols beside deceased, 
and remarked, “I reckon you will Jet me alone now”: Held, it was 


not error to submit the question of defendant’s aa of murder in 


the first degree to the jury. Jbid. 


84. If the purpose to kill has been deliberately formed, the interval which 
elapses before its execution is immaterial. Ibid. 


35. Although, where there is a request that the charge of the trial judge 


shall be put in writing, the entire charge must be written, yet this | 


rule does not forbid any and all oral expressions from the presiding 
judge. Hence, where, by an expression to the jury the defendant, in 
the trial of an indictment, got the benefit of a prayer for instructions, 
the defendant cannot complain that it was not put in writing. S. v. 
Crowell, 1052. 


TRUSTEE. 


1. It is not necessary that a trustee shall sign an instrument conferring 
a trust upon him; if he takes possession of the property to which it 
relates, and acts under it, such conduct is equivalent to an i a 
signified by his signature. Shoe Co. v. Hughes, 426. a 

2. Where the trustee in a deed of assignment was also acting as attorney 
for a creditor thereunder, a judgment against the assignor in favor 
of the creditor, rendered on motion of such attorney, will be declared. 
a fraud in law though there was no fraudulent intent. Cotton Mills 
v. Cotton Mills, 647. 


TRUST. 


1. The power of a married woman to dispose of land, held by her under 


a deed of settlement, is not absolute but Hmited to the mode and, 


manner pointed out in the instrument. Kirby v. Boyette, 165. | 
2, Where land was conveyed to a trustee for the sole and separate use 
of a married woman, to be free from any debts of her husband, a 
‘mortgage executed by her and her busband, without the joinder of 


the trustee, is void, and the fact that the trustee becomes the owner. 


of the note secured by the mortgage, and seeks to foreclose the ee 
gives it no validity. Ibid. 

3. The power conferred upon a married woman by Article X, section 6, to 
dispose of her property is subject to such limitation as her ern 
or devisor may prescribe in a deed or will. J wee: ; 


TRUST, Resulting. 


4. Where land is bought, with the money of one person and is conveyed 
to another, the latter is a trustee for the lender to the extent of the 
153 | 
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money so paid, without any express agreement to that effect. Holden 
v, Strickland, 185. 

2. Where H. held Jand in trust, first to pay a debt for money advanced . 
for its purchase and then for the benefit of another, the creditor has 
an equitable lien thereon until the debt is paid, and this is not de- 
stroyed by his surrendering the note of H., representing such debt 
for the notes of the resulting cestui que trust and others given.in set- 
tlement of the original debt. Jbdid. 


TRUST FUND. 


A ereditor has no equitable title to assets of a corporation, whether solvent 
or insolvent, in the hands of its treasurer; the courts will not inter- 
fere with their equitable jurisdiction to enforce the payment of a 
judgment in favor of the creditor against the corporation. Hlectric 

Light Co. v. Electric Light Co., 112. 


UNIFORM LAWS. 


Laws must be consistent with each other and uniform in their bearing 
upon all the people of the State, and inasmuch as the general law 
fixes the rate of interest at six per cent per annum, no law of the 

_ General Assembly can be allowed to alter or change the general law 
in this respect. Hence, chapter 444, Laws 1895, amendatory of chap- 
ter 7, The Code, vol. II, has not the effect of allowing a charge 
by building and loan associations of a greater rate than six per cent 
per annum on loans. Meroney v. Loan Asan., 882. 


UNITED STATES DEPUTY MARSHALS. 
Claims for compensation are assignable. Wallace v. Douglass, 659. 
UNLAWFUL MEASURE. 


1. Sections 3841 and 3842 of The Code, providing that private parties may 
recover penalties of any person selling and delivering provisions by 
unauthorized weights and measures, are not in conflict with section 
5, Article [IX of the Constitution, which provides that the net proceeds 
of all penalties, ete., shall go to the school fund. (Farmctiotn, C. J, 
and Avery, J., dissent.) Sutton v. Phillips, 502. 


2. In an action to recover under sections 3841 and 38842, providing for a 
penalty for selling by unauthorized weights and measures, and for 
selling by other measures than the standard, a finding for plaintiff 

on the second ground is error where the article sold was meat. Ibid. 


— USURY. 


Laws must be consistent with each other and uniform in their bearing 
upon all the people of the State, and inasmuch as the general law 
fixes the rate of interest at six per cent per annum, no law of the 
General Assembly can be allowed to alter or change the general law 
in this respect. Hence, chapter 444, Acts 1895, amendatory of chapter 
7, Vol. II of The Code, has not the effect of allowing a charge by 
building and loan associations of a greater rate than six per cent per 
annum on loans. Meroney v. Loan Assn., 882. 
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VARIANCE. 


1. A reeovery cannot be had on the allegation of one cause of action and 
,; the proof of another for the reason that the defendant, however dili- 
gent, cannot prepare his defense to meet surprises. Smith v. B. and 
LL, Assn., 102. 
2. A variation between allegations and proof, ‘ehiehe is immaterial and 
does not mislead the defendant, will be disregarded. Bank v. Burg- 
wyn, 122, 


3. Where there is a variance between the record proper and the statement 
of the case on appeal, the former governs. Threadgill v. Comrs., 616. 


4, Where an indictment charged the unlawful sale of spirituous liquors 
within two miles of ‘Bethel Methodist Church in Macon County,” a 
~ verdict (following the statute prohibiting the sale) describing the 
church merely as “Bethel Church in Macon County” did not constitute 

a material variance. S. v. Downs, 1064. 


VENUE, Change of. 


1.A aonestis corporation has no residence within the meaning of section 
192 of The Code, and an action may therefore be brought against it 
by a nonresident plaintiff in any county, subject to the power of the 
court to change the venue. Cline v. Mfg. Co., 837. 

2. Where a defendant obtains a change of venue under section 192 of The 
Code, in order to promote “the convenience of witnesses and the ends 
of justice,” and fails to docket a transcript at the next ensuing term 
of court for the county to which it is removed, the order of removal 
may be stricken out at the next term of the court which granted it. 
Ibid. 


VERDICT. 


1. Where, in response to one issue, a jury found that a contract existed 
between two sisters, whereby the survivor should have the whole of 
a certain note belonging to them jointly, a finding in response to 
another issue, that one of its parties at a later date made a gift of 
her share in such note, is not inconsistent with the first finding. 
Taylor v. Smith, 581. | 

2, Where a bill of indictment contains all the averments that are neces- 
sary, the fact that it contains more than is necessary, and therefore 
subject to the criticism of duplicity, will not vitiate it. Such defects 
are cured by a verdict. S. v. Hurt, 976. 


| VERDICT, Void. 


Where jurors purchased and drank whiskey, and “some of them were 
under its influence” while deliberating on their verdict, the verdict 
returned by the jury was null, and a mistrial should have been 
entered and a new trial granted to defendant against whom such 
verdict was rendered. 8S. v. Jenkins, 972. 


VICE-PRINCIPAL. 


1. Where a section boss has full power to hire, command, and discharge 
those working under him, he is not a fellow-servant. Logan v. R. R., 
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2. A conductor is, in his relation to those subject to his orders on the 
train in his charge, a vice- principal acting for the company. Shadd 
v. R. R., 968. 


WAREHOUSEMAN. 


1. Where goods were held in a railroad company’s warehouse, at owner’s 
risk and for his convenience, the company was no longer liable as a 
common carrier but only for want of ordinary care as a warehouse- 
man, and the owner of the goods, in an action for the value of same, 
should be required to prove negligence as a part of his case. Young 
Ue tes ty Oe 

2. In an action against a railroad company to recover goods burned in its 
warehouse, evidence that a night telegraph operator, who had an 
office in a room adjoining the warehouse, and slept therein, was in- 
temperate in his habits and was drunk on the night of the fire, does 
not justify a verdict for the plaintiff. Jbid. 


WARRANTY BY AGENT, 


An agent authorized to sell is authorized to make a warranty. Alpha 
Milis v. Engine Co., 797. 


WIDOW. — 


The bare promise of a widow to pay a note executed by her during her 
coverture, and therefore void, is not binding on her. Wilcox v. 
Arnold, T08. | 


WIFE, Nonjoinder in Mortgage. 


In an action to foreclose a mortgage on land given by the husband, in 
which his wife did not join, to gain time for and to secure the pay- 
ment of a judgment against the husband, it-was not error to give 
judgment for the debt only and refuse an order for the sale of the 
land. Blossom v. Westbrook, 514. 


WIFE, Right of to Alimony. 


A deserted wife can sue for alimony without suing for divorce. Oram v. 
Cram, 288. 


WILL, Construction of. 


1. Where property was given by a will to a trustee to be held in trust for 
A., free from liability for certain debts owing by the latter to others, 
put. to vest jn him absolutely in case he should in any manner dis- 
charge such debts: Held, that. such property did not vest unless all 
of such debts were paid in the lifetime of A. Johnson v. Gooch, 64. 

2, Where a testator devised land to a grandson, who was directed to pay 
to testator’s daughter one-half of its value out of the rents or from 
any other source except by sale of the land, the daughter’s share is a 
charge upon the land. Hunt v. Wheeler, 422. 

3. A testator in his lifetime settled H., an old family servant ata former 

| slave, upon 50 acres of land, and by his will dévised all his land 
(including the 50 acres) to his widow for life with remainder to his 
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nephew, with a provision that if H. should remain with his wife and 
nephew until the death of the former, he should have, at some suitable 
place, 50 acres of land. H. remained on the place where testator had 
settled him and served the widow until her death: Held, (1) that H. 
is a tenant in common with the nephew, who ought to have recognized 
H.’s right under the will to 50 acres, and to have had the same allotted 
to him in some proper manner; (2) that H. is entitled to remain in 
possession of the 50 acres, and to receive the rents and profits thereof 
until 50 acres out of the land devised shall be allotted. to him by 
proper proceedings. Wright v. Harris, 462. 


4, Where an executor seeks the advice of the court and a construction of 
the will, only such questions will be determined as it is necessary to 
settle in order to protect the fiduciary in the discharge of his present 
duty. Batlsley v. Balsley, 472. 


. The courts will not assume jurisdiction except when there is a present 
existing question of right to be acted upon, capable of being made the 
subject of a decree, nor will they advise as to the past conduct of an 
executor, nor as to the future and contingent rights of legatees. Ibid. 


6. A trustee, seeking advice as to the disposition of property or the distri- 
bution of a fund, must, as a rule, have it in his possession so that 
the order of the court may be carried out. Ibid. 


7. The courts have jurisdiction of a suit by an executor for the construc- 
tion of a will when he has persona! assets in his hands ready for dis- 
tribution, and where the will, while providing for an equal distribu- 
tion, does not show whether the debts due to the estate are to be 
released or treated as advancements and added to the estate before 
distribution. Jbid. 

8. In the construction of a will, the predominant and controlling purposes 
of the testator must prevail when ascertained from the general pro- 
visions of the will over particular and apparently inconsistent expres- 
sions to which, unexplained, a technical force is given. Francks v. 
Whitaker, 518. | 

9. Where a testatrix devised land to her son for life, and after his death 
to his lawful heir or heirs, if any. and if none, to the children of 
another son, the words “heir or heirs” will be construed to mean his 
issue and not his heirs generally, and upon his death without issue 
the land goes to the children of the other son, all of whom were 
living at the date of the will. Jbid. 


| 


_ WITNESS, Competency of. See, also, Evidence. 


1. A witness who has not qualified himself as an expert as to handwriting, 
and who has never seen a certain person write, and has never corre- 
sponded with him, is incompetent to testify as to such person’s hand- 
writing by comparing it with other writing alleged but not known to 
be the latter’s. Jarvis v. Vanderford, 14T. 

2. Where he is not excluded, under the provisions of section 590 of The 
Code, the mortgagee in a chattel mortgage is competent. as a sub- 
scribing witness thereto, to prove its execution for admission to pre- 
bate, inasmuch as section 1851 of The Code removes the disqualifica- 
tion formerly attaching to witnesses having an interest. Clark v. 
Hodge, 761. 
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